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Summary 
Over the last few years the concept ’design’ has changed from being 
associated with furniture, products, and graphic design to focussing on 
new ways of solving complex problems. Hence many companies are 
interested in exploring design as a driver for promoting innovation and 
growth. In an organizational context design is not as simple a concept as 
it might seem, however. Preliminary studies have revealed that 
understanding the term ‘design’ and answering the question ‘what is 
design?’ is quite problematic. Furthermore many business leaders have 
been at a loss when trying to integrate design into their organizations.  
Small and medium-sized companies (SMEs) in particular have had 
problems integrating design. This PhD thesis attempts to answer the 
overall question:  
’Why do SMEs have difficulties understanding and integrating design?’  
Two sub-questions are formulated: ‘What is design in an organizational 
context?’ and ‘What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in 
SMEs?’  
The answer to the first sub-question is found through literature studies 
within the fields of design management and design. Studies of design 
management literature only provided tentative answers to the question 
‘What is design in an organizational context?’ The field of design, on 
the other hand, provided a more nuanced response resulting in a new 
model – the Design Compass. The Design Compass enabled a more 
varied analysis of companies’ design integration. The two literature 
studies thus led to a modification of the first sub-question to read ‘In 
what direction is the Design Compass pointing when SMEs engage in 
design integration?’  
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To answer the second sub-question – What are the barriers and drivers 
for design integration in SMEs? – an exploratory study was conducted 
with follow-up interviews of design management consultants as 
validation. This study showed that it was relevant to explore barriers and 
drivers from a dynamic perspective; it also identified the Design Ladder 
as relevant for the overall research question. However, the study 
revealed that the model had some embedded barriers. Hence the 
research by Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) was included to further 
understand design integration. 
In addition, the inclusion of a dynamic perspective justified changing 
the second sub-question to ‘What are the drivers and barriers for design 
integration in SMEs from a dynamic perspective?’ 
Subsequently the two modified sub-questions were examined based on 
five case studies of SMEs. The outcome of the analysis was that 
additional drivers and barriers from a dynamic perspective – including 
the Design Ladder and the research by Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) – 
were added to the analysis. 
The barriers identified were a lack of resources, an analytical dominance 
within the organization, a lack of nuances in design interpretation 
among managers, design being seen as risky, time constraints, and a 
failure to distinguish design from other disciplines such as marketing or 
innovation. 
The case study indicates that one of the drivers to overcome these 
barriers is an expansion of the Design Compass into different directions. 
The use of form plays a central part as a link between the various 
directions of design. The thesis also indicates that top management 
needs to be a driving force in the strategic integration of design. Hence 
strategy is not only relevant on step 4 on the Design Ladder but may 
have to be included on steps 2, 3 and 4.  
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The contribution of this thesis to the design management field is a novel 
way of talking about and understanding design integration. In addition, 
the thesis contributes with new knowledge concerning the dynamics of 
design integration and supports design management consultants and 
SMEs in articulating what happens when a company develops more 
conscious design integration. 
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Dansk Resumé (In Danish) 
Designbegrebet har ændret sig i de seneste år fra at være associeret med 
møbler, produkter og grafisk design til også at omhandle nye måder at 
løse komplekse problemer. Derfor er mange virksomheder interesseret i 
at se nærmere på, hvordan design kan bidrage til udfordringer 
omhandlende øget innovation og skabelse af vækst. Denne 
”omplantning” af design til en organisatorisk kontekst er imidlertid ikke 
så ligetil som det måske kan lyde. Faktisk indikerede indledende 
undersøgelser i denne ph.d.-afhandling, at der var problemer for de 
interesserede virksomheders ledere og medarbejdere med at forstå og 
svare på ”hvad er design” samt hvad bør der så gøres, når man som 
leder ønsker at integrere design i en organisation.    
Især små og mellemstore virksomheder har haft problemer med at 
integrere design. Denne ph.d.-afhandling omhandler derfor spørgsmålet 
om ’Hvorfor små og mellemstore virksomheder har problemer med at 
forstå og integrere design?’. Dette undersøges ved to underspørgsmål: 
’Hvad er design set i en organisatorisk kontekst?’ Og ’hvilke barrierer 
og drivkræfter er der for at integrere design i små og mellemstore 
virksomheder?’ 
Det første underspørgsmål - ’Hvad er design i en organisatorisk 
kontekst?’ - blev søgt besvaret gennem to litteraturstudier af 
henholdsvis design management og design. Litteraturstudiet af design 
management gav imidlertid kun begrænsede svar på spørgsmålet ’hvad 
er design?’. Designfeltet derimod kunne give et mere nuanceret svar, 
hvilket resulterede i en ny model – Designkompasset. Designkompasset 
gav mulighed for at analysere virksomheders designintegration i en 
mere nuanceret form. De to litteraturstudier resulterede derfor også i en 
modificering af det første underspørgsmål til ’I hvilken retning peger 
designkompasset, når små og mellemstore virksomheder integrerer 
design?’ 
8 
 
Det andet underspørgsmål - ’Hvilke barrierer og drivkræfter er der for at 
integrere design i små og mellemstore virksomheder?’ - blev behandlet 
ved at foretage et eksplorativt observationsstudie, som blev valideret 
med opfølgende interviews af designledelseskonsultenter. Her blev det 
identificeret, at det var relevant, at se på barrierer og drivkræfter et 
dynamisk perspektiv. Via observationsstudiet blev designtrappen 
identificeret som relevant i forhold til forskningsspørgsmålet, men 
modellen havde også nogle indbyggede barrierer, hvorfor der blev søgt 
efter andre dynamiske modeller i ældre dele af design management 
litteraturen (som ikke blev identificeret i første litteratur studie a design 
management). Her blev Dumas & Mintzbergs (1989) forskning 
identificeret som en relevant model for at få en bedre forståelse af 
designintegration.  Inddragelsen af disse to modeller gav belæg for at 
ændre det andet underspørgsmål til ’Hvad er barriererne for og 
drivkræfterne ved designintegration i et dynamisk perspektiv?  
De to modificerede underspørgsmål blev derefter brugt som 
udgangspunkt for et komparativt casestudie omfattende fem små og 
mellemstore virksomheder. Dette resulterede i, at der kunne peges på 
flere forskellige drivkræfter og barrierer i et dynamisk perspektiv – dvs. 
på de forskellige trin på Designtrappen og i forhold til Dumas & 
Mintzbergs (1989) forskning. 
Barrierene, som blev identificeret, var blandt andet mangel på 
ressourcer, et dominerende analytisk fokus i organisationen, manglende 
nuancer i forståelsen af designs mulige retninger, design blev forbundet 
med risiko, mangel på tid, og design kunne ikke differentieres fra andre 
teoretiske discipliner så som marketing.  
I case studiet indikeres imidlertid også at en drivkraft for at overkomme 
disse barrierer er, at ledere og medarbejdere udvider til nye retninger på 
design kompasset. Herunder har anvendelsen af form en central rolle og 
binder de forskellige retninger af design sammen. Yderligere indikerer 
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afhandlingen, at det er nødvendigt, at design integreres strategisk hvor 
topledelsen naturligt er drivkræft.  
Afhandlingen bidrager til design management feltet med en ny måde at 
tale om og forstå design integration. Yderligere bidrager den med ny 
viden omkring dynamikken omkring design integration. Sidst men ikke 
mindst biddrager den til, at designledelseskonsulenter samt små og 
mellemstore virksomheder nu bedre kan artikulere, hvad der sker, når en 
virksomhed skaber en mere udviklet design integration.    
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PART 1  
ESTABLISHING A PRE-UNDERSTANDING 
“Why do small and medium-sized companies have difficulties 
integrating design?” 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Most people have heard about design and many have their own 
interpretation of “what is design?” For many of us design is related to 
furniture, fashion, clothes, cars, magazines and sometimes even logos.  
However, in recent years the term ‘design’ has evolved away from 
“posters and toasters” (Neumeier, 2009) into new meanings and 
methods, making the question “what is design?” even more complex to 
answer. The many meanings of design have resulted in design becoming 
ubiquitous, as articulated in the quote from Caplan (2005): 
“Design is not everything but it somehow gets into almost everything” 
(Caplan, 2005, p. 6). 
In other words, design is a term that embraces everything but still is not 
part of everything. This ever-presence of design makes the term difficult 
to understand, especially for newcomers.  
For introductory purposes I shall quote Heskett, who defines design as: 
“…the human capacity to shape and make our environment, in ways 
without precedent in nature, to serve our needs and give meaning to our 
lives” (Heskett, 2005, p. 4). 
This definition illustrates that design today has other facets than 
furniture and fashion and that the term has been broadened to become a 
key aspect of the human experience. However, this view of design is 
problematic because the meaning of design has a tendency to become 
devalued and include virtually everything. Design has therefore 
understandably been described as having an identity crisis 
(Krippendorff, 2006). 
However, to better concretize and introduce design it makes sense to 
associate design with the following characteristics:    
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- Overall strong commitment to visualisations such as sketching, 
photographing, posters, post-its, and rapid prototyping. Rapid 
visualisation can, for example, divide larger tasks into smaller tasks 
making it possible to reframe failure and take frequent actions 
(Gerber & Carroll, 2012).  
- A preference for anthropologically inspired methods with the 
purpose of creating an understanding with users and other people 
concerned.  
- An open-mindedness towards the nature of the structure of the 
problem (Brown, 2009; R. Martin, 2009), with a focus on 
experimentation aimed at a “better” answer rather than the “best” 
answer (Liedtka & Ogilvie, 2011). Take the example of the Danish 
company Spejdersport, which sells sports equipment. It contacted 
the design company Bysted expecting them to design a new rain 
suit, but Bysted ended up creating a whole new brand identity for 
Spejdersport, which resulted in considerable financial growth for the 
company even at a time of financial hardship. Hence, the turning 
point for Bysted was being open-minded towards the problem 
initially presented.   
- A strong emphasis on idea generation, where the question may 
entail “How does one skilfully hunt the next ‘big idea’?” (Steinert & 
Leifer, 2011), but also on balancing divergence (creating choices) 
and convergence (making choices) (Brown, 2009). “The new 
designer” does not mind staying in the problem-exploring phase for 
a long time pursuing novelty (Liedtka & Ogilvie, 2011), and he or 
she is often open to solutions, which could be a building, a product, 
a new service, a new strategy, or a new business model. 
- A propensity and consciousness towards involving users and other 
“’external” persons in the actual development of solutions – a 
similar phenomenon is ‘participatory design’, ‘user-driven design’ 
and ‘design-driven innovation’ (Verganti, 2009).  
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Despite the complexity of design the new understandings of design 
present a potential value for innovation, product development, strategy 
and other management disciplines and come in various guises. The new 
design understanding is allegedly also good business – as documented 
by Kristensen & Gabrielsen (2011) as well as reports from the Danish 
Business Authority (2003, 2008). In addition, British studies have found 
that design-led companies and design is good business and has a 
positive impact on stock prices, for example (Design Council, 2005).  
It is, thus, legitimate that many companies, disciplines and institutions – 
in areas such as ‘product development’, ‘innovation’, ‘service design’, 
‘business modelling’ and even ‘the public sector’ – seek inspiration in 
this new design understanding in their effort to be innovative but also in 
order to better handle the ever more complex problems that the 
organizations are facing. Likewise, it is reasonable that many business 
consultants offer their help in this area. Some of the more well-known 
design consultancies are IDEO and frog, who both assisted Apple in the 
1980s. In many ways this new understanding of design represents a new 
way of thinking which has not yet been consciously integrated1, neither 
in business  (Danish Business Autority, 2008) nor in the public sector. 
Design Management Europe for example has concluded that many 
companies fail to use design in what they call “a conscious, systematic 
or strategic manner” (Kootstra, 2009).  However, reports from the 
Danish Business Authority (2008) concluded that the bigger the 
company, the better it is at integrating design. Small and medium-sized 
companies have particular problems and have not integrated design to 
the same degree as large companies (Ward & Dekker, 2009). That does 
not mean that all large companies are integrating design effortlessly. 
Rather, a report from the Danish Business Authority (2008) reveals that 
                                      
1 I deliberately use the term ‘consciously integrated’ because if design is as broad a term as claimed in the earlier 
definition (by Heskett) embracing design is part of the very essence of the human existence, and aspects of design 
may already have been unconsciously integrated into organizations. Thus a key aspect of the design integration is 
the design awareness of those who are trying to integrate the concept. 
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the bigger the company, the bigger the share of money spent on design. 
Hence, since the most pressing design integration problems involve 
small and medium-sized companies it is relevant to delimit the thesis to 
this group of businesses. 
There is a paradox in that even though this new approach is profitable,  
SMEs are not consciously integrating design and thus fail to profit from 
the benefits of design. 
Hence, it is relevant to study how design is understood, received and 
integrated by the small and medium-sized companies that seek the 
inspiration.  
A particular relevant question is: Since design is such a marvellous 
concept and so many players are urging SMEs to more consciously 
integrate design into their organizations, why does it not happen? Why 
do SMEs have problems integrating design?  
There are several indications, though, that design integration may not be 
such a straightforward process. The Danish Business Authority (2008) 
identified some of the barriers to design integration in companies as a 
lack of awareness and a lack of appreciation of the use of design. 
Therefore there are some indications that it may not be as simple to 
integrate design into organizations. There may be some barriers to 
design integration   
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1.1 Exploring the general problem - The initial glance  
In order to explore and acquire a prior understanding of the problem of 
why SMEs have problems integrating design into their organizations I 
conducted an exploratory study with three “informants” who are in the 
cross field between design and management. The prior understanding 
gained from this exploratory study will unveil relevant information that 
would help to construct the overall research question for the thesis.  
The remainder of Chapter 1 first describes the methodology for the 
exploratory study, followed by the data analysis, and finally the 
presentation of the overall research questions and the sub questions.  
 
1.1.1 Methodology for the exploratory study 
The methodology for the exploratory study can be divided into two 
main parts; the selection of the method, and the specifics of the structure 
of the interviews. 
 
1.1.1.1 The selection of the method  
The challenge facing the study was to apply a method that could capture 
the core problem of the thesis. Too little was understood about the 
problem of design integration to formulate a research question right 
away. Therefore I chose to interview informants who had practical 
insight into the problem. A problem-oriented selection of three 
informants was made (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997). The sampling method of 
the three informants was a non-probability method as well as 
“opportunistically” following unexpected leads (Neergaard, 2010). 
Table 1 below gives an overview of the three informants: 
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Table 1: Overview of informants for the exploratory study 
Person Company Profile2 Management 
knowledge 
Design 
knowledge 
Kristian 
Byrge 
Muuto Director MSc(Econ.) Experience 
with design in 
Muuto and 
interest in 
design. 
Jonas 
Sverdrup-
Jensen 
Seidenfaden 
Design 
Copenhagen 
Director  MSc  
(Design and Comm. 
Management) 
Dorthe 
Feveile 
Kjerkegaard 
Danish Design 
Centre & 
Designandelen 
Project 
manager 
Experience 
with 
management as 
a consultant for 
DDC  and 
Designandelen 
Designer 
Source: Own work 
The sample size was deliberately set to three – a relatively small sample 
but large enough to provide a prior understanding of the problem. Thus 
it was possible to capture key responses and individual explanations, 
which can be lost in large samples (Daymon & Holloway, 2002). The 
interviews were held at either the company’s domicile or by telephone 
depending on the informants’ preference. The interviews lasted between 
one hour and one and a half hours.    
 
1.1.1.2 The specifics for the structure of the interview 
The aim of this exploratory study was to obtain a prior understanding 
of the general problem – why do SMEs have problems integrating 
design? The interview guide was unstructured and included only a few 
topics (see Appendix 1). The main themes were ‘design’ and 
‘challenges of design and design management’ seen from their 
                                      
2 The informants’ job titles reflect their employment at the time of the interview. 
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perspective. The aim was to explore what these people, who were in the 
nexus of design and management, thought about design and what they 
viewed as barriers for why SMEs have problems integrating design. 
These themes were relevant to explore but there was room left for new 
themes to emerge, which is important for understanding the problem of 
the non-(conscious) integration of design into SMEs. 
 
1.1.2 Data analysis for the exploratory study 
The experts all described that consciously incorporating design into 
business is not a simple task. In particular the term ‘design’ contains 
some barriers, the principal one being that the concept has become too 
broad:  
”…I prefer to elaborate on the concept to make it more specific, 
because ‘design’ is presently so diluted” (Jonas Sverdrup-Jensen, 
Director, Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen, interview in 2011, p. 11).  
Thus, in order to integrate design into organizations there seems to be a 
need to first specify how the word ‘design’ should be interpreted in 
order to communicate the nuances of design to the companies. There are 
clear indications that the word ‘design’ used by itself may be 
insufficient as a guideline for companies to proceed with a conscious 
design integration. 
This lack of specificity is also mentioned by Kristian Byrge, CEO at 
Muuto, who points to the fact that design is such a blurred term, and 
when used by politicians it can be all or nothing – indicating that 
companies use ‘design’ in any way they see fit.   
Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard, former project manager at Danish Design 
Centre and Designandelen, clearly stated what she sees as the reason for 
the dilemma: 
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“There are barriers concerning the fact that they do not know what it is, 
they do not know how to begin, and they do not know what they should 
do” (Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard, interview in 2011, p. 26).   
Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard says that companies have problems 
understanding the precise meaning of the term ‘design’, and she adds 
that they also have problems with how to start using design and what to 
do. This leads to a discussion about whether the players (such as 
governments and municipalities), who are now promoting design, have 
clearly understood what design is – an aspect that is questioned in the 
exploratory study (Kristian Byrge, interview in 2011). I will stay out of 
that discussion. Rather, since the players acquire their knowledge about 
design from research as well as from practice, I have decided to focus 
on providing an understanding of design from these two perspectives 
(theoretical and practical). 
The quote from Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard captures what has turned 
out to be the focal point of this thesis, because in order to explore the 
general problem of why SMEs have problems integrating design into 
their organizations, I had to study what the meanings of design are from 
an organizational perspective, why it is apparently so difficult for 
companies to integrate design (the barriers), and finally what can be 
done to support these companies in their design integration efforts (the 
drivers). Hence this thesis will be centred on these issues.  
 
1.2 Research question and sub questions 
Section 1.1 has indicated that design integration3 in organizations is not 
as straightforward as it may sound and that there may be some barriers 
but also drivers that influence the integration of design.  
                                      
3 Design integration should not be interpreted as the integration of the design 
disciplines such as graphic design combined with fashion design; rather it should 
29 
 
The overall research question is:  
‘Why do SMEs have difficulties understanding and integrating 
design?’ 
In order to analyse the overall research question some general sub 
questions are presented: 
1. What is design in an organizational context?  
2. What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in SMEs?  
The first sub question ‘What is design in an organizational context?’ is a 
result of the inherent complexity of design. In addition, all three 
informants in the exploratory study indicated that the term itself may 
cause confusion and thus be one of the reasons why SMEs have 
difficulties with design integration. Therefore, an analysis of the fields 
of both design and business is relevant. 
The next step was to examine whether design management theory can 
provide any help in understanding ‘what is design in an organizational 
context?’ because if the theory already exists, overcoming the barriers 
may only be a question of making the companies aware of these 
theoretical models.  
Design may not change when transferred from the design field to an 
organizational context, but there is a need to know what happens to 
design (if anything) when applied to a business environment in order to 
gain a deeper understanding about why companies find it so difficult to 
master.  
                                                                                                                       
be viewed as an integration of knowledge concerning design in general. The term 
‘design implementation’ could be applied, but it might easily be seen as being just 
a phase in the design process. Therefore I prefer the term ‘design integration’. 
Further reasons for the choice of the term ‘design integration’ are presented when 
appropriate in the thesis such as in section 3.2.     
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The exploratory study also indicated problems when integrating design 
into organizations. Therefore it makes sense to study the second 
research question ‘What are the barriers and drivers for design 
integration in organizations?’  
Chapter 2 describes how the overall research question and the sub 
questions unfold in the thesis. 
 
1.3 Audience, aim and delimitations 
This PhD thesis is primarily directed towards researchers within the 
design management field, but it is also relevant for CEOs and managers 
interested in integrating design into their organizations.  
Hence, the aim of the thesis is to strengthen the design management 
field in order to expand the understanding of “why do SMEs have 
difficulties understanding and integrating design?” The design 
management field is using knowledge from design research and 
business research. The thesis is delimited to focusing on ‘design in the 
organization’. Thus, the focus is not on design in clusters or networks – 
a topic that has already been studied by Verganti (2006).  
This research studies the application of a top-down approach to design 
integration in organizations, since this is the most widespread method of 
design integration. Hence a bottom-up approach is left out of the 
analysis. A top-down approach to design integration means that top 
management plays a crucial part in the design integration. Therefore 
strategic issues become central to design. 
The thesis focuses on the field of design management. Related areas 
such as creativity and innovation could also have been a perspective for 
the research. However, I have deliberately refrained from including core 
creativity and innovation theory in order to keep a limited focus. 
However, I am well aware that there are many intersections between the 
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fields of design management, creativity and innovation, in particular 
because design management is inherently multidisciplinary. 
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGICAL OVERVIEW 
In the following section 2.1 will focus on the overall considerations 
concerning the theory of science and the methodological approach. This 
will be followed by section 2.2 – a description of the development of the 
thesis based on the methodological approach including links between 
the chapters, overall research question and the sub questions. 
 
2.1 Considerations regarding the theory of science and ‘design 
wars’ 
The thesis is based on the ultimate presumption that reality is a social 
construction. Reality is subjectively given and a result of a continual 
process (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997). According to Arbnor & Bjerke (1997) 
the paradigm named “reality as a social construction” is related to the 
methodological approach called the Actors Approach.  
The level of ambition of the thesis is to offer an understanding of design 
and design management in SMEs, not to deliver easy solutions to 
managers.  
Viewing ‘reality as a social construction’ has been an advantage because 
the research fields – design, design management and management –  
relevant to the research question are dominated by very different 
ontological paradigms. The design field has been dominated by the 
‘radical humanist paradigm’4, whereas the management field has been 
dominated by a more ‘functionalistic paradigm’; however, it also 
stretches in other directions in include the ‘radical humanist paradigm’ 
and the ‘interpretive paradigm’. Nonetheless, the design management 
field has been primarily functionalistic. Thus, Johannsson and Woodilla 
(2008) conclude that it is time for design management to open up to new 
paradigms. 
                                      
4 The work of Johansson and Woodilla is based on Burrell and Morgan’s paradigms (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). 
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The different paradigmatic dominances of the three fields mean that the 
researchers within the fields are holding different views of what reality 
is. Having different paradigmatic perspectives is not uncommon, for 
instance within the research into ‘organizational culture’ there have 
been, what Joanne Martin (2002) calls, ‘culture wars’.  
I believe the design management field can learn a lot from the field of 
organizational culture with regard to handling a multi paradigmatic 
field, because both fields are dominated by several paradigmatic 
directions making a meta-paradigmatic perspective relevant. Martin 
(2002) is one of the researchers within organizational culture who has 
tried to overcome the cultural wars.  
“If we are to counter attempts to marginalize and devalue cultural 
research, we need to make ourselves understood, build on each other’s 
work, and begin to explain to the rest of the field why what we are doing 
is important.” (Martin, 2002, 53) 
Thus, in order to strengthen a field such as organizational culture Martin 
(2002) proposes that researchers make the research understandable 
within the field but also to people outside the field. It is, moreover, 
necessary to build on each other’s work and clearly define the concepts, 
because there is no commonly accepted definitions of ’culture’. 
This approach is highly relevant for the field of design management, 
which is trying to close the gap between design and business. Just like 
culture, ‘design’ has no accepted definition, and there has been what 
could be called ‘design wars’ not only in the design field but also in the 
design management field. It is therefore irrelevant to search for one 
unified definition of design. Instead an understanding of the different 
meanings of design is required.  
I call these different ways of defining design the nuances of design 
illustrated in the Design Compass in Chapter 4. It should be stressed that 
I view reality as a social construction where the social world is 
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manifested in multiple realities, and therefore the Design Compass 
should be viewed as changing in the same way that the social world is 
created every day.  
   
2.2 The methodological approach related to the research question 
This section describes the development of the thesis, including the links 
between the chapters, the overall research question, and the sub-
questions. 
The thesis is divided into three parts. The process and the development 
were inspired by Weber (1972) (his concepts in German are: 1. Deuten, 
2. Verstehen and 3. Erklären, in English: Pre-understanding, 
Understanding and Post-understanding). These three parts are depicted 
in the left-hand column in Table 1, which gives an overview of the 
thesis. In the following the overall details of the three parts are 
presented. 
  
2.2.1 Pre-understanding of the subjectivation motive 
Chapter 1 illustrated the pre-understanding that was the point of 
departure for the research. It indicated that although design has proven 
to be good business companies find it difficult to integrate design into 
their organizations. 
Hence, I introduced the research problem resulting in the overall 
research question: ‘Why do SMEs have difficulties understanding and 
integrating design?’ and the sub-questions: ‘1) What is design in an 
organizational context? 2) What are the barriers and drivers for design 
integration in SMEs?’  
 
The following section is a description of how these questions unfold in 
the thesis and relate to Figure 1. 
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2.2.2 Development of the Understanding  
The two sub-questions are the foundation of my approach to the overall 
research question. In the following I first describe how the thesis was 
centred on the first sub-question. Secondly, I describe how the second 
sub-question was analysed and modified. Thirdly, the two modified 
questions are jointly analysed by a case study based on a developed 
frame of reference. 
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Refining SQ2:  
What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in organizations?     
 
 
Finding: A stepwise mode is a necessary tool and an indication that the barriers are 
different at different steps. 
These findings suggested a modification of SQ2: What are the barriers and drivers 
for design integration in organizations from a dynamic perspective?   
Refining SQ1:  
What is design in an organizational context?  
 
  
Finding: A tentative answer 
  
 
 
Finding: Design has many different directions constructed in the Design Compass. 
These findings suggested a modification of SQ1: In what directions are SMEs 
turning the compass needle of the Design Compass when integrating design into 
their organizations? 
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Introduction 
 
Finding: The overall research question for the whole thesis:  
PFQ: Why do companies have difficulties understanding and integrating design? 
 
This overall research question was accompanied by two sub questions: 
SQ1: What is design in an organizational context? 
SQ2: What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in organizations?    
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Method: Exploratory study 
Method: Review of Design Management literature 
Method: Review of Design literature 
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 Method: Observations and follow-up interviews 
Study of SQ1-modified and SQ2-modified 
  
  
 
Finding: Different barriers and drivers were identified in relation to a dynamic 
perspective. The barriers identified are e.g.: Lack of resources, analytical dominance, 
and lack of design nuances in design interpretation (the Design Compass).  
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Method: Case study 
Figure 1: Storyline of the thesis 
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2.2.2.1 Modified ‘sub-question one’  
At the onset of the thesis the first sub-question (‘What is design in an 
organizational context?’) seemed a natural place to start. The 
exploratory study showed some indications of fuzziness in organizations 
about what design is. “What is design?” is one of the most ubiquitous 
questions that people working with design are facing from people who 
are not in the design field (Philips, 2004). In this thesis I approach the 
question “what is design in an organizational context?” from the Actors 
Approach (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997) point of view, where the focus is not 
so much on definitions but on determining meaning. The meaning can 
either be a general understanding of the concept – in this case design in 
organizations – or a more specific meaning that appears in a context.   
Much research within design and design management is also centred 
around the question “what is design in an organization?” Therefore it is 
relevant to further analyse what the social constructions of meanings are 
within these two fields of design.  
However, the task of analysing the first sub question turned out to be 
much more arduous than expected. After analysing two research fields – 
the design management field and the design field – I realised that design 
is so nuanced that a single definition was inadequate.   
The Design Management Review: The analysis of what design is began 
in the theoretical field of design management. This field tries to bridge 
the gap between design and business and is therefore pertinent to the 
search for more knowledge about the nature of design in organizations. 
Therefore, with a research sub-question called ‘What is design in an 
organizational context?’ it was reasonable to make a closer analysis of 
the design management field and examine ‘What is design in the field of 
design management?’ The review of design management is presented in 
Chapter 3 and was based on a thorough and systematic review of papers 
in key design management journals and adjunct journals within the 
design and management field. 
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The main findings in the design management review were that there was 
no, or only a tentative, answer to what design is in an organizational 
context.  
Due to the tentative, static and relatively vague answers in the design 
management review I turned to the design field analysing one of the key 
journals of the field – Design Issues. 
The design review: The review of design literature began with a short 
introduction of the etymology of design and then identifying some 
generally accepted perspectives within design deeply rooted in the 
works of Herbert Simon and Donald Schön. This resulted in three 
directions of design: ‘Design as making sense’, ‘Design as problem 
solving’ and ‘Design as reflection-in-action’. Thus, the foundation for 
the Design Compass was laid down.  
These three directions of design were supplemented by a review of a 
key design journal. There were several possible journals and books to 
choose from that could have resulted in a further understanding of 
design. However, two journals appeared more relevant than others – 
Design Issues and Design Studies.  The two journals had been given the 
highest quality and popularity ranking in a worldwide survey (Gemser, 
de Bont, Hekkert, & Friedman, 2012). A thorough review of Design 
Studies had already been done, and therefore I chose to focus my study 
on Design Issues. In addition, the analysis of the journal Design Issues 
had more focus (than Design Studies) on articulating what design is in 
relation to other research fields. 
After a thorough review of Design Issues it was possible to complete the 
Design Compass with additional directions: Art, process, methods, user, 
culture and disciplines. In addition “form” appeared to be a term linking 
the directions and holding them together.     
Thus, the new directions of design made it possible to modify the first 
sub-question ‘What is design in an organizational context?’ to read: 
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 ‘In what directions are SMEs turning the compass needle of the Design 
Compass when integrating design into their organizations?’  
 
2.2.2.2 Modified ‘sub-question two’ 
The second sub-question ‘What are the barriers and drivers for design 
integration in SMEs?’ was the subject of an exploratory analysis in 
Chapter 5. The study was based on observations from two workshops 
held by the Danish Design Centre, supplemented with validating follow-
up interviews with two consultants. The exploratory study indicated that 
there were new barriers and drivers and in particular that a dynamic 
perspective was beneficial in the design integration perspective. The 
results led to a refinement of the second sub-question from: ‘What are 
the barriers and drivers for design integration in SMEs?’  
to  
‘What are the barriers and drivers for design integration from a 
dynamic perspective?’  
Hence it was possible to create a frame of reference for the case study 
incorporating the modified sub-question 1 (including the Design 
Compass) as well as the modified sub-question 2 (including the Design 
Ladder) as the relevant questions to analyse in the empirical case study.  
 
2.2.5 Understanding the ‘modified sub-questions’ 
In  Chapter 6 the two modified sub-questions are explored in a multiple 
case study. The case study indicates that there are many reasons why 
SMEs have difficulties integrating design into their organizations. 
Dynamic perspectives such as the Design Ladder were included in the 
thesis not only as part of the frame of reference but also as a selection 
frame for cases. Five case companies were selected and analysed with 
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that frame of reference in mind. The case study indicated that different 
barriers were relevant on different steps of the Design Ladder. These 
drivers were: a lack of resources, need for control, an analytical 
dominance, a lack of nuances in design interpretation among CEOs and 
middle managers, design being seen as risky, a lack of time, and a 
failure to distinguish design from other disciplines such as marketing or 
innovation. The drivers for design were an extension of the Design 
Compass and a conscious use of form. Another dynamic perspective 
was included, namely “the five ways to manage design” by Dumas & 
Mintzberg (1989). This contributed to a new understanding of the 
barriers and drivers when considering design programmes. 
 
2.2.3 The new understanding 
In the concluding part of the thesis a post-understanding is presented, 
which is the new understanding or Gestalt5. The main contributions are 
explained and the future research is presented.  
 
 
  
                                      
5 Developing a good Gestalt is a key ambition when having an actors approach (Heldbjerg, 2003).    
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PART 2  
ESTABLISHING AN UNDERSTANDING 
- “What is design in an organizational context?” 
 
and 
 
- “What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in 
organizations?”  
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CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF DESIGN MANAGEMENT 
LITERATURE  
There are many ways to examine the question: ‘What is design in an 
organizational context?’ Hence, I have analysed literature from many 
possible theoretical angles,6 such as design in knowledge management, 
in change management, in design thinking, and in strategic management 
among others, which might help to understand design in an 
organizational context. Many of these theoretical directions provided 
limited information about the topic, but they made me realize the 
diversity implicit in the understanding of design in organizations.     
The field of design management, however, caught most of my attention, 
since it focused on “the business side of design” (dmi.org) and the 
literature within the field was trying to find and build bridges between 
design and management. The two fields design and management are 
actually not that different from each other, on the contrary. Dumas & 
Mintzberg (1989) propose that; 
“Management implies order, control and guidance of people, processes 
and activities. Design also implies order, control and guidance, but of 
things, artifacts and images. Neither process, however, is itself one of 
order control or guidance” (Dumas & Mintzberg, 1989, p. 37) 
Thus, the design and management field actually have both design and 
management differences and similarities. Having this in mind I now turn 
to the focus on the first sub question “What is design in and 
organizational context?” which is the focus for Chapter 3. This I do 
with the perspective of the field of design management.    
Experts have found it hard to agree on a definition of design 
management, but in the late 1980s the Design Management Institute 
                                      
6 The analysis of different theoretical fields should be seen as an exploratory literature study where the goal was to 
find a field of theory that could help me understand the sub question of ‘what is design in an organizational 
context?’  
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(DMI) attempted to establish a definition of the term on which 
stakeholders from both fields could agree. Although the DMI’s advisory 
council stressed that it was only an attempt to define the concept of 
design management it illustrates how design management was viewed in 
the late 1980s.  
”… the development, organization, planning and control of resources 
for the user-centered aspects of effective products, communications and 
environments.”(Powell, 1998, p.10) 
Today DMI defines design management as follows: 
“Design management encompasses the ongoing processes, business 
decisions, and strategies that enable innovation and create effectively-
designed products, services, communications, environments, and brands 
that enhance our quality of life and provide organizational success. 
On a deeper level, design management seeks to link design, innovation, 
technology, management and customers to provide competitive 
advantage across the triple bottom line: economic, social/cultural, and 
environmental factors. It is the art and science of empowering design to 
enhance collaboration and synergy between "design” and "business” to 
improve design effectiveness.” (www.dmi.org) 
The revised definition of design management also gives the answer as to 
why it was possible to find fragments of understanding of design within 
many other fields (such as innovation, strategy, and communication), 
because researchers from other fields have been seeking inspiration in 
design management. Therefore a valid question is whether design 
management is, in fact, a theoretical field, or rather a vortex where 
researchers from other more solid fields can visit and gain new 
inspiration and knowledge. Because the field can be described as a 
vortex attracting many different researchers there are also different 
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overall paradigmatic assumptions7. Despite considerations of whether 
design management is a theoretical field or not I decided to focus my 
research on how design could be understood in the vortex of design 
management.  
 
3.1 Considerations about the methodology of the review 
Having an actors approach (rf. Chapter 2) I wanted to understand the 
many meanings of the design management field in order to develop 
an understanding of what is design in an organizational context. 
Therefore, I chose to use the software Leximancer that is having focus 
on semantic meanings. I will stress that Leximancer is used as a 
supplement to my own creation of meanings of the literature. 
Leximancer is a quantitative software programme measuring how the 
words travel together in text. The software programme was used to get a 
broad overview in the construction of a good and appropriate Gestalt 
concerning design in organizations. Thus, it is the intention of 
understanding the subjective logics (in the papers) together creating a 
social construction (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997).   
The understanding of the design management field were developed and 
written as a paper presented at the Cambridge Academic Design 
Management Conference 2011 and later published in the journal 
Creativity and Innovation Management. The point of departure for 
understanding design in organizations is to analyse the evolution of the 
design management discipline. After I have analysed the evolution of 
the design management (in the paper) in section 3.2, it is followed by a 
discussion of the design management review in relation to the first sub 
question concerning ‘what is design in an organizational context?’ 
(section 3.3). Finally this leads to a closer focus on a more dynamic 
perspective outside the journal perspective (section 3.4).  
                                      
7 This way of viewing a field as a vortex is inspired by Martin (2002) who had a similar view of cultural theory. 
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3.2 The Evolution of the Design Management Field: A Journal 
Perspective8 
The term “Design Management” was introduced in England by The 
Royal Society of Arts in 1965 (Best, 2006), and the following year the 
first book on design management was published by Michael Farr (Farr, 
1966). Although the term has been around for 47 years and design 
management as a field of research has grown stronger (Mcbride, 2007), 
it is still in a state of emergence (Vazquez & Bruce, 2002). The first 
academic Cambridge Design Management conference in 2011 is an 
example of the expanding academic attention the field is receiving in 
these years, bearing in mind that previous conferences were primarily 
for practitioners. The publication of this special issue on ‘Design 
Management’ in Creativity and Innovation Management is another 
example of the attention given to the field.   
A first step in understanding a research field is to look back on the 
literature in the field in order to trace theoretical concepts emerging. In 
particular, a review of the literature enables researchers’ abilities to 
make new insights (Hart, 2009) and therefore it is a central element in 
building up a new field. Our contribution consists of an analysis of the 
development of design management over an 11-year period as presented 
by articles in the primary journals of the discipline. In an additional 
study dissemination to other adjunct fields of research is conducted. In 
our contribution we use the lens of evolutionary theory introduced to the 
social sciences by Campbell (1969) and combine this perspective with 
semantic mapping (Smith & Humphreys, 2006) in order to explore the 
evolving state of design management as a field of research in the decade 
after the turn of the 21st century.  
 
                                      
8 Authors: Pia Geisby Erichsen & Poul Rind Christensen 
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3.2.1 Why another design management review? 
Our literature review of the field of design management is not the first. 
In 2007 Kim and Chung published a comprehensive literature review of 
765 papers which had all been published in the Design Management 
Journal and Design Management Review for the period 1989-2006. The 
aim of their study was to describe the priorities of the papers, to identify 
authorship patterns and to suggest future opportunities for study. In 
doing so, they subdivided the time frame into two periods (1989-1997 
and 1998-2006) and primarily made  an overall evaluation of the article 
topics within the period mentioned. The study identified a major change 
in research themes, i.e. a change from applying design as an “add on” to 
products to a strategic perspective on design (Kim & Chung, 2007).  
Despite these significant findings concerning the overall main themes in 
the period from 1989 to 2006, we have found no reviews in the two 
design management journals (Design Management Journal and Design 
Management Review) that are based on a detailed mapping of the 
changes, if any, in the concepts for each year. Design management can, 
however, not only be found within the two journals mentioned above. 
The field is cross disciplinary, and therefore searching for reviews in 
other related journals is appropriate. A paper by Rickards & Morger 
(2006) reviewed papers from Creativity and Innovation Management in 
the period from 1991 to 2000. They identified nine themes with focus 
on the concept of leadership (Rickards & Moger, 2006), but they did not 
target conceptual developments forming the field of design management 
as we intend to do in this review. However, in another contribution by 
Borja De Mozota & Kim, transitions in the research field were proposed 
by illustrating the history of design management and its transformation 
from being a part of the project management agenda in the 1960s to 
being included in the creative organization in today’s businesses (Borja 
De Mozota & Kim, 2009).  
Behind this overall transformation there are a number of questions 
which may help identify the forces which have contributed to the 
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development of the research agenda. One fundamental question is 
whether a transition, i.e. a gradual evolutionary development, has 
indeed taken place, or whether it is more of a leap, a major shift – from 
one generation to the next. Thus, our focus is not only to describe the 
main concepts used each year in the study period, but also to analyse the 
relationships between these concepts. The conceptual emphasis of this 
paper is only feasible because we use a semantic analytical perspective 
that gives us the possibility to objectively map the concepts within the 
field. The analysis of the concept maps are combined with an 
evolutionary lens in order to strengthen the analysis of the combined 
research field emerging.     
 
3.2.2 The evolutionary lens 
Evolutionary processes, in society as well as in research, may be seen as 
the result of four generic processes labelled variation, selection, 
retention and diffusion (Campbell, 1969). Even though the evolutionary 
model has been applied for e.g. biological species, the development of 
cultures and even social organizations, Campbell (1965) pointed that the 
evolutionary process is just as applicable to the development of 
knowledge. In addition the evolutionary process is fuelled by struggles 
over scarce resources and reputation. It is, thus, essential to stress with 
the words of Aldrich & Reuf (2006, p. 21) that:  
“Evolutionary theory is not a set of deductively linked law-like 
statements” (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006, p. 21). 
For the sake of this contribution the evolutionary theory may rather be 
seen as a system of heuristic propositions explaining the dynamics 
guiding the evolutionary forces of the system. In this case the dynamics 
of emerging especially comes from the cross fertilization of two fields 
of research. In the following, we briefly describe the four generic 
processes of evolutionary theory and why it is an applicable lens for 
analysing the development of the design management research field.   
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From the perspective of evolutionary theory, variation may take the 
shape of intended variation when actors intentionally try to generate 
alternative solutions to problems or questions at hand. Following 
Bonaccorsi and Vargas (2007)) we assume that variation is strong in 
preparadigmatic fields of research or in cases when competing research 
paradigms are at play. Variation is characterized as blind if it is not a 
response to contextual pressures or selection mechanisms, but rather 
occurs as a result of mistakes, serendipity or curiosity.   
Selection processes characterize the elimination of elements of 
variation. It may be caused by external factors such as new sources of 
knowledge, or institutional change in for example norms, rules and 
competitive pressure. It may also be caused by internal factors such as 
strategic changes in research agendas, managerial pressure to engage in 
specific types of research, internal competition, and out-dated selection 
criteria. Selection processes are associated with conversion processes 
implying that they ultimately tend to lead to paradigmatic convergence. 
In this view selection processes in this study lead to the selection of a 
few common concepts and terms that are proposed to gain centrality in 
generating research questions and stimulating research contributions. 
Retention occurs when selected processes – in this case key concepts 
and terms – are sustained, preserved and institutionalized and 
reproduced. Inside specific organizations or domains– in this case a 
research community - retention may be fuelled by path dependency, 
specialization, role standardization, behavioural imitation etc. Retention 
between organizations and domains may thus for example be driven by 
shared assumptions and paradigms (Campbell, 1969). In the evolution 
of specialized fields of research retention is thus assumed to be closely 
associated with the processes leading to the reduction of paradigmatic 
pluralism (Bonaccorsi & Vargas, 2007). 
Diffusion within an organization or a domain is the result of knowledge 
sharing, imitation and collaboration. Externally dissemination is 
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facilitated by publications, conferences, and collaboration and in general 
governed by the gravitation of attractiveness, i.e. the ability of some 
specific research institutions to attract citations, events and research 
publicity. 
 
3.2.2.1 The evolutionary theory and design management research 
In this paper we propose that nascent fields of research, such as design 
management, often show a high degree of variation in their thematic 
contributions. Variation can be intended as it emerges for example 
through dedicated research programmes or through mutual learning 
circles between practice and open exchange amongst researchers from 
related fields of research. Variation may be caused by several factors, 
among which two are worth mentioning. One is the search for common 
ground, another is the conceptual blending process based on those fields 
of research contributing to the emerging field – in this case the blending 
of concepts, terms and theoretical constructs advanced in management, 
design, marketing, strategy and organisational theory. Following simple 
evolutionary logic this leads in turn to selection processes in which 
some contributions and concepts along the way stand out (Aldrich & 
Ruef, 2006). These contributions, often cited, tend to generate a number 
of subsequent research questions and incorporate a variety of research 
themes. Thus it is possible to configure the research field, and 
eventually the way is paved for a stable core of research themes and 
concepts in the retention phase.  
The survey methods used put limitations on our study, implying that we 
do not expect to be able to give unequivocal conclusions on the basis of 
the explorative means available and the space left here for in-depth 
analysis. But we do expect to provide some basic indications of the 
stage, coherence and direction of the evolutionary process roughly 
outlined. In particular we analyse the relationship between design and 
management and explore whether they over the years have turned into 
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one unified term “design management. The approach is relevant because 
a new field generates clusters of new words, and therefore analysing 
single new words or concepts shows the novelty within the field 
(Bonaccorsi, 2008). 
  
3.2.3 The aim of this contribution 
One of the factors driving the evolutionary process of design 
management research comes from the dialectics of theoretical and 
practical knowledge generation. Recently design management 
researchers have found a similar interplay between design education and 
design practice. See for example the DMI Education Conference in 
Paris in 2008 (Cooper, Junginger, & Lockwood, 2009; Lockwood, 
2010).  
Two streams of knowledge exchange (Academic and practical 
professional knowledge) play key roles as wellspring for the formation 
of new knowledge in research as indicated in Figure 2.  
Figure 2: Key Cross Fertilization in Design Management Research 
 
Source: Own work  
Design Management 
Practice driven knowledge (conceptual) 
Academic driven knowledge (analytical) 
 
  
 
 
 = Core of Cross Fertilization 
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We propose that in the evolution of a cross disciplinary field of research 
like design management the sources of mutual inspiration marked in the 
red circle are of particular importance. On one hand concepts and 
theories from the field of management may guide practical knowledge 
development in the field of design. On the other hand practice-based 
insights and conceptual knowledge from design may inspire theoretical 
as well as practical approaches renewing the perspective in the field of 
management. Although the trajectory of management research is longer 
than that of design, the two fields are supposedly aligned in the sense 
that they share the phenomenon of inspiration exchange between 
practical, often consultancy based, knowledge and research. Although 
this paper departs from the academic knowledge of design and 
management by focusing mainly on the academic design management 
perspective, we do acknowledge the role taken by interactive sources of 
inspiration and cross fertilization for the generation of new knowledge, 
as indicated in the figure above (Figure 2). However, we also recognize 
a basic difference. Knowledge generation in the field of design is much 
more embedded in practice-based conceptual knowledge (Hatchuel & 
Weil, 1999) than traditions within the field of management (Schultz & 
Hatch, 2005). 
During this exploration we will keep in mind that the field of design 
management originates from two separate fields of research – design 
and management – each with its own logic, perspective, agenda and 
paradigms governing (Jerrard & Hands, 2008). Design management 
theory has to overcome the challenge that designers and managers 
approach the subject from two very diverse ontological viewpoints. 
Design researchers tend to work within the radical humanist paradigm, 
whereas management researchers more often work within a functionalist 
paradigm (U. Johansson & Woodilla, 2008). From a managerial 
perspective the question would be: ‘What do we have to manage?’ From 
the perspective of the design research community, the question could 
be: ‘What do specific design solutions demand from management in 
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terms of strategic attention, managerial priority, organisational change, 
investment or relationship management?’. Design management may, 
therefore, be seen as the convergence of management-based and design-
based knowledge and practises in ways that challenge traditional 
strategic perspectives and deep-rooted paradigms and assumptions in 
both fields.  
Thus, the aim is to provide a provisional model of theory building based 
on a review which synthesises these two fields in order to uncover 
potential synergies and create new research opportunities. Hence the 
specific key question to be addressed in this paper is:  
Which concepts have evolved in the journals on design management in 
the period after the turn of the 21st century? And how do they inform the 
evolutionary dynamics in the field of design management? 
Finally, we have dealt with the evolutionary question of dissemination 
in a very specific way, i.e. asking: to what extend has the theme of 
design management been manifest in selected key journals inside 
management, marketing and innovation research. In order to answer the 
question above, we first describe the research method of the review 
including a short introduction to our chosen use of the semantic 
software tool Leximancer. Secondly, the interpretations of our review 
are presented and discussed, finally resulting in a discussion of future 
themes within the design management research field.  
 
3.2.4 Research method 
Since the initial part of the literature survey focuses on journals of 
design management the first step in the process to select the papers 
relevant to this analysis is to identify these journals. Retrieving journals 
by a simple journal publication search in the bibliographic databases 
Ingentaconnect, Wiley and EBSCO, using the search words “Design 
Management” resulted in two publications: Design Management 
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Journal and Design Management Review9. The two journals Design 
Management Journal and Design Management Review registered 41 and 
461 papers respectively, within the period 2000-2010. Hence our first 
part of the study will review 502 papers.  
The Design Management Journal is the most academic of the two 
journals, but the publication has been irregular leaving out the years 
2001, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006; nonetheless we still consider that 
journal as well as Design Management Review to be key journals in the 
field of design management relevant for a further review.  
In order to validate that we had identified the key design management 
journals, we performed another search using the proximity indicator 
“WITH” meaning “Design WITH Management” in the bibliographic 
databases Ingentaconnect, Wiley and EBSCO in order to locate other 
relevant papers supplementing the review. Because the term “Design 
Management” is too non-specific our search became far too broad, 
resulting in an overwhelming number of publications (over 10,000 
papers). We then searched for the most prominent journals having the 
intersection between design and management in mind.  
The journals identified were; The Design Journal, Design Issues, 
Design Studies, Journal of Marketing Management, Journal of Product 
Innovation Management and Creativity and Innovation Management. 
These journals have sporadic publications of design management 
papers, which make them relevant as an additional resource. 
                                      
9 An additional search for the term “design management” and “journal” resulted in 
another journal Architectural Engineering and Design Management Journal. 
Although contributions from this journal may add value to the overall review of 
conceptual developments in the field of design management, it was considered 
generally to be beyond the scope of this paper; hence this journal was omitted in 
the review. 
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In order to keep this review as simple as possible two of the journals 
mentioned above, have been selected in order to see an indication of the 
development of the field in adjunct journals. The first selected 
additional journal is Creativity and Innovation Management - a journal 
showing a special interest for design management by publishing this10 
special issue on design management and also as for being a key player 
at the 1st Cambridge Academic Design Management Conference. 
Therefore, we include the journal in this review by asking: what has 
already published on design management within Creativity and 
Innovation Management? In particular we focus on the words ‘design’ 
and ‘management’ and analyse how those words co-occur with other 
words. The review is made on 225 papers within the period ranging 
from 2005 to 2010.  
The second journal is The Design Journal. It has been selected due to 
the focus on their website on both design and management. 
Furthermore, their editor Rachel Cooper is one of the key researchers 
within the design management field, having published several 
publications on the subject. For this journal we also analyse the period 
from 2005 to 2010 including, 104 papers. 
In the third part of the review, we have included a minor study of the 
appearance of design management papers in selected mainstream 
management journals in order to highlight the diffusion of the term 
‘design management’ in adjunct management journals. Thus, we analyse 
the design management papers in the management journals identified 
above; Journal of Marketing Management, Journal of Product 
Innovation Management plus we add the management journals Academy 
of Management Review, Strategic Management Review and Journal of 
Marketing.  
                                      
10 Here I remind the reader that section 3.1 is a reprint of a paper published in 
Creativity and Innovation Management in a special issue concerning Design 
Management– therefore the use of the term “this special issue”. 
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The, relatively, limited numbers of journals selected pose boundaries to 
the conclusions we can draw. However, with due respect the limitations, 
we also expect that events, terms, concepts and theoretical perspectives 
developed in contributions outside these journals, will be mirrored in the 
journals selected for our survey.  
In the review of the 502 papers plus the selected additional papers (329 
papers), we specifically aim to answer a few key questions such as: 
 Can we trace changes in the conceptual focus over the years? 
 What stages of the evolutionary process are dominating in the 
period?  
 What are the major issues at stake, and have they changed over 
the years? 
 How has the research agenda moved over the years of 
investigation? 
 Can changes be observed in the research concepts generated? 
 Has research in design management been disseminated to other 
academic fields of relevance? 
Basically, the survey of the 831 papers demarcates the field for later in-
debt content studies. Therefore some of the key concepts presented in 
the design management literature over the years will be specified. In 
order to find opportunities for future research, we point out what 
concepts are missing in our review. This may in turn be proposed as 
another field marker for interesting specific content studies related to the 
next step in the evolutionary process. 
 
3.2.4.1 The Application of Leximancer  
It is a complex task to attain a comprehensive overview of 831 papers, 
keeping track of emergent concepts, arguments, themes and 
relationships between the concepts unfolding in the period. Parallel to 
our review of the papers, we did a semantic analysis of the papers by 
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mapping the development in the themes and concepts used in the papers 
of the two journals within the period, using the software program 
Leximancer. This programme not only searches for frequencies of 
themes and concepts in the text, but can also be used to analyse the co-
occurrence of themes and concepts (Smith & Humphreys, 2006). A 
‘concept’ is a collection of words (called terms) that occur together 
throughout a text. Thus, terms are evaluated by analysing how 
frequently they appear compared to other sentences. A concept is 
created if the necessary accumulated evidence is found using 
empirically validated mathematical algorithms (Leximancer, 2010), but 
they are also used to find clusters of concepts  called ‘themes’ . The 
end-result of an analysis in Leximancer is a map illustrating both 
concepts and themes. However, the focus in this paper will be on the 
concepts from Leximancer, leaving the Leximancer generated themes 
out. The reason for the limitation is that we have a particular interest in 
two concepts, being “design” and “management”. Further descriptions 
of how to interpret these maps will be presented as necessary in the 
article.     
 
 
3.2.5 The evolution of design management using semantic 
analysis 
We begin our review by presenting a concept map from Leximancer 
showing the dominating concepts in the 502 articles from Design 
Management Review (DMR) and the Design Management Journal 
(DMJ) in the year 2000, illustrated in Figure 3. In 2000, the main focus 
in the design management literature is on the concepts process, product 
and development these three being the most frequent concepts after 
design visualized by the size of the dots on the map. In particular, 
product and development are placed very close to each other on the 
map, illustrating the dominance of product development that year. 
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The importance attached to administrative management (operational 
efficiency) is underscored by the significance of manufacturing costs 
and the ability to align design with dominating management concepts at 
that time. For example design management can contribute to 
information regarding product costs related to new product development 
(Hertenstein & Platt, 2000) or development of new products based on 
the lean perspective (Bohemia, 2000), which was a buzz word in 
relation to product development at the time. Industrial design is also 
closely interrelated to product development (Bohemia, 2000; Veryzer, 
2000) and indicates the strong focus on industrial design. 
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Figure 3: Leximancer Concept Map for DMR and DMJ, 2000 
 
 
Furthermore, Figure 3 shows that the physical product aspects dominate 
the agenda of design management prevailing in the year 2000.   
The map also reveals that strategy, companies and business are often 
used as synonymous terms for management, an indication that the 
terminologies within the design management field are not yet clearly 
defined, reflecting the rich terminology used in the domain of 
management research at that time. This points to a major dilemma 
prevailing within the emerging research field, namely whether to adapt 
to concepts embedded in established fields, or develop concepts that are 
PRODUCT 
DEVELOPMENT 
MARKETING 
MANAGEMENT 
ORGANIZATIONAL 
MANAGEMENT 
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unique for the design management field. As an example of the latter, the 
term strategic design is evolving as a term specific to the domain of 
design management, indicating the importance of design in long-range 
strategy and planning (Joziasse, 2000). The concept branding is the fifth 
most frequent concept highlighting product design and brand identity 
(Veryzer, 2000).  
As Figure 3 illustrates, a large number of concepts – such as product 
development, lean manufacturing, branding, strategic design, 
communication – are in frequent use in 2000. The concepts close to 
product and development can be grouped in a cluster of concepts, called 
a theme. We call the theme product development, because the concepts 
within the theme are related to the concepts product or development. 
Thus, we classified product development as a theme in the year 2000, 
but we also identified two other themes marketing management and 
organizational management. 
Our literature review in 2000 is thus, according to Campbell (1969), 
dominated by a strong variation process, since many different concepts 
compete to contribute to changing and expanding the mutual 
understanding of the field of design management.  
Based on the overview from the year 2000, our task is now to gain an 
overview of the evolutionary process of concept generation, selection, 
elimination and expansion taking place in the years 2000-2010. Which 
concepts are selected and expanded upon and which are eliminated over 
the years of the study period? 
 
3.2.5.1 The selection process in the design management field 
We begin our analysis of the entire period by making a literature survey 
of the Design Management Journal, because in comparison it is judged 
that this journal has the highest academic rank of the two primary 
journals. The three most frequent concepts in relation to management 
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and design in the six issues published from 2000 to 2010 (note the 
irregular publication rate) are identified. The aim is to gain a rough idea 
of the selection processes taking place within the academic journal, 
which supposedly reflects selection processes in the extended design 
management research community. 
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It is hardly a surprise that the concept design is present in all papers (see 
Table 2). It is more surprising that the concept management is so 
relatively weakly represented over the years. It might lead one to believe 
that the design and management fields have moved away from each 
other in the years from 2008 to 2010. However, it must be stressed that 
design and management in those years are actually being used more 
frequently as one term (“design management”). In addition management 
is also being substituted by other business terminologies such as 
branding, marketing, business and production.         
However, overall there seems to be no doubt that the figures can be 
explained by the fact that the research agenda of design management in 
the whole period has its stronghold in the design research community 
rather than in the management research community. 
In 2002, the term product is still the most frequently used. However, in 
2007, product is no longer the most frequent word after design. Instead 
design and management are frequently written in conjunction in the 
papers, indicating that design management is not just seen as a merger 
of design and management but as a field in its own right. It also 
indicates that the focus in the organizations has changed. For example, 
we now find papers on the relationship between design strategy and 
design management (Jun, 2007).  
One pattern is puzzling, though. While the three most dominating 
concepts after design in Table 2 tend to have two or three  concepts with 
a very high frequency score in the period 2000-2002, the high 
frequencies score drops remarkably in 2009 and 2010. Although several 
interpretations are possible, we suggest the pattern may be explained by 
a major shift in the analytical level embedded in the research themes, 
away from operational themes to emerging conceptual and strategic 
management themes. It also indicates that a variation phrase has taken 
place at the end of the period.    
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In order to provide some insights into the changes causing this puzzling 
pattern and in order to gain a more detailed picture of changes in 
conceptual discussions and agendas, we looked more closely at the 
development of concepts in our analysis over the decade for both of the 
journals. Thus, we will be able to give indications of the stage of 
evolutionary process dominating the design management research field. 
 
3.2.5.2 Discussion: Based on a detailed concept model 
Based on a time line 2000-2010, the concepts evolving from the 
literature review are outlined in Figure 4. After reviewing and validating 
the concepts for each of the years in the period it is possible to sum up 
the findings in one model showing the development over the decade. 
In order to provide a simplified overview, the model consists of the 
three overarching themes – design, design management and 
management, indicating how ‘design management’ merge from the two 
domain specific concepts. Concepts, found in the literature survey and 
review, are allocated to each of these main themes. The most frequent 
concepts emerging each year are highlighted in red and supplemented 
with other frequent, emerging concepts. The concepts in bold are 
selected not only by the frequency with which they appear in the 
concept map, but also by our evaluation of the concepts that contribute 
to answering the key questions (as mentioned in the ‘research method’ 
paragraph): ‘Which concepts have evolved in the primary journals on 
design management in the period after the turn of the twenty-first 
century? And how do they inform the evolutionary dynamics in the field 
of design management?’ In the following, this analysis is divided into 
two sections; first, a general overall analysis of the period describing the 
development and challenges in the period, and second, the evolutionary 
stage of the design management field. We need to stress that only the 
main results of the review are presented, although a more detailed 
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reading of is possible, which would, however, be too wide-ranging for 
this contribution. 
Figure 3.3: Map of the literature review of design management, 2000-2010 
 
Source: Authors Note: Design Management Journal and Design Management 
Review 2000-2010 
Note: The concepts in bold and red are the most frequent in the literature survey in 
year in question. 
 
3.2.5.3 Conceptual development and the evolution of design 
management research  
Based on the conceptual mapping above, we identify major changes in 
the stream of papers constituting the agenda of design management 
research and the focus on the value creation within the period.  
Value creation changes from specific design disciplines to a generic 
focus on design 
While specific design domains, especially industrial design, were in 
focus in the first part of the period, the agenda – and the concepts 
Figure 4: Map of the literature review of design management, 2000-2010 
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underlying it – has evolved into a more generic and strategic perspective 
on design management. But product design is still seen as a dominant 
gateway to design management in 2010.  
Value creation moves from being a ‘borrowed’ theory to being an 
independent, generating theory  
In 2002, the value chain concept is used in relation to design 
management in order to clarify the competitive advantages of design 
(Borja de Mozota, 2002). In 2006, Borja de Mozota published the four 
powers of design with a focus on the balanced scorecard model (Borja 
de Mozota, 2006), and most recently “Porter’s Five Forces” theory is 
applied to develop a design management model (Sun, Williams, & 
Evans, 2011). These examples illustrate how the design management 
research field has been trying to generate value for its stakeholders by 
applying existing and established theory from the field of management 
research to the field of design management. However, in 2008 the term 
design thinking (Clark & Smith, 2008) emerges as a central concept 
within design management research illustrating that design management 
research tries to establish some generic roots of its own. Signs of a 
selection process thus seem apparent when we analyse both Design 
Management Journal and Design Management Review.  
 
Value creation for business 
A major shift can be noticed from 2007 onwards, since the concept 
business related to design appears more frequently and authors have 
started to write about business design (Moore, 2004), focusing on design 
as a resource for business modelling (Walton, 2004), e.g, for 
organizational change. The business concept develops to be the most 
dominant concept (after design) in 2010, illustrating that design is seen 
to create value for the business modelling. Again a sign of selection 
processes at stake, creating a stronger focus on the value of design for 
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business development, alongside a more integrative view on design 
management seems to emerge. 
However, coming from the field of management, we cannot help noting 
that the research contributions to the nexus of design and strategy tend 
to refer to a few, often well-known contributors in the field of – in this 
case strategic management research – while the in-depth research on 
different strategic schools of thought are seldom reflected on or 
included. It illustrates that the management research as presented in the 
selected journals, tends to only scratch the surface of the research 
themes in management, such as organizational change, strategy, supply 
chain management, marketing and human resource management 
(HRM). We have also noted that key themes in current research on 
management, such as as Open Innovation, Innovation Management, 
Entrepreneurship, Market Creation theory and Organizational Inertia, 
are seldom mentioned and do not stand out as themes influencing the 
agenda of design management. 
Also, the basic assumptions embedded within the field of management 
research seem to be ignored. A basic logic of competition is thus widely 
ascribed to the field. These perspectives on business and management 
are what Håkansson et al. (2009) call the “jungle metaphor” 
emphasizing the strong competition between the companies 
(individuals) living in the habitat. This perspective is, however, only one 
point of view. Håkansson et al. (2009) propose another metaphor, “the 
rainforest metaphor,” where the relationships, exchange and mutual 
adaptation processes among the companies populating the habitat (the 
market) is at the core (Håkansson et al., 2009). However, from the 
literature survey and review in this study, it seems that the majority of 
design management researchers are still leaning towards the “jungle 
metaphor” dominated by articles on concepts such as branding (Seifer, 
2007), competitive strategy and transformational marketing and only a 
few articles focus on the “rainforest metaphor” such as, for example, 
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strategic alliances, relationship management, co-creation among firms 
and business communities. 
Value creation inside vs. outside the organizational borders Although 
we see the issues of business design and generic design gaining 
importance, we also identify a shift in the perspective in articles 
concerning application on different economic levels in society. At the 
end of the period, environmental issues and national design policy 
(macro level) considerations are included, as well as issues concerning 
the inclusion of ‘users’ in contrast to ‘cost’ focus which were dominant 
at the beginning of the period (micro level). This reflects an important 
change in the overall agenda – away from a pure cost-based competition 
perspective towards a strong focus on innovation-based competition. In 
this respect selection processes have been actively forming the research 
agenda. Despite the significant and growing importance placed on user 
studies and the inclusion of users, we find that a major opportunity has 
opened up for research themes exploring questions at the intersection of 
design management research and consumer culture theory.  
From our perspective, the three changes in the conceptual development 
promoting value creation of the design management research field are 
caused by evolving elements of selection processes, which seems to 
alter the fundamental agenda and perspective dominating design 
management research. An apparent leap seems to be at stake from the 
first generation of design management research, in which the paradigm 
embedded in management research was seen as a major contributor to 
enriching the design research, to a second generation in which 
paradigmatic perspectives born in design research are seen to inspire 
and develop the arena of management practice and research. Thus, the 
design management research field is still in the selection phase of the 
evolutionary process when analyzing Design Management Journal and 
Design Management Review. But what is the picture when reviewing 
The Design Journal and Creativity and Innovation Management? 
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3.2.6. Diffusion to neighbouring fields of research 
The capacity of design management to make an impact on adjunct 
research agendas may be seen as an important aspect of the evolutionary 
dynamics of design management research for several reasons. The 
impact capacity mirrors the extend of the diffusion of design 
management research to other fields of research, and it is also a sign of 
the extent to which other research fields find the contributions of design 
management relevant to their field. 
 
3.2.6.1 The evolution of design management in a design oriented 
journal 
Although The Design Journal invites publications in the nexus of design 
and management the Leximancer output naturally revealed results 
focusing more on design than management. We specifically examined 
the use of “design management” (in 2005-2010) and found that the 
primary use of the term was found in the bibliography, showing that 
design management researchers publish in the journal but they refrain 
from using the term “design management”. Comparing the result with 
the review above, it is surprising that while we see a growing co-
occurrence of the two words “design” and “management” in Design 
Management Journal and Design Management Review, there is no 
change to observe within The Design Journal. Therefore, we propose 
further studies on the concept of design management within design 
journals in order to get a deeper understanding of the evolution of 
design management within the field of design research as a whole.  
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3.2.6.2 The evolution of design management in management- oriented 
journals    
Having analyzed a design journal, we now analyze a journal that is more 
management oriented: Creativity and Innovation Management. The 
journal was also analyzed by applying Leximancer to understand the co-
occurring words emerging together with design and management. 
Firstly, we notice that the design management is not being used as one 
unified concept in any of the years from 2005 to 2010. Secondly, we 
notice that management is a central concept for the whole period. This is 
hardly surprising due to the management orientation of the journal. 
What is surprising, though, is that only design occurs sporadically in the 
period. In 2005, the word design co-occurs together with ‘space’, 
‘process’ and ‘model’. In 2006, the word design is left out but there is a 
focus on creative leadership and management processes with regard to 
innovation.  Thirdly, we notice that design and management are very 
close to each other in 2007 – a similar observation as for the Design 
Management Journal. However, it is still the ‘process’ that links the two 
concepts together, but they are now supplemented by ‘learning’. Within 
2008-2010 the two concepts diverge from each other where 
management moves closer to ‘innovation’ and design co-occurs with 
‘approach’. This illustrates a similar evolution to that shown in the 
Design Management Journal and Design Management Review where 
the term ‘design management’ over the years has been supplemented 
with other terms such as design thinking. Due to the resulting 
similarities in the reviews across the key design management journals 
and Creativity and Innovation Management, and due to Creativity and 
Innovation Management attention on design management with this 
special issue and on the academic conference, we view this journal as a 
key future player in strengthening the design management field. 
However, we cannot exclude the possibility that other management 
journals will supplement Creativity and Innovation Management in 
strengthen the field of design management. 
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3.2.6.3 Other management oriented journals 
Thus, in order to obtain an impression of the possible diffusion of the 
design management concept and research into other relevant fields of 
research, a few key journals have been selected, representing relevant 
fields of research. The field of management and organisational studies is 
thus represented by the Academy of Management Review and Strategic 
Management Journal; the field of marketing is represented by the 
Journal of Marketing; the field of innovation is represented by Journal 
of Product Innovation Management. 
These journals have been searched for contributions dealing with design 
management in the issues in 2000 and in 2010. Volumes in-between 
have been searched for special issues related to design management.  A 
short overview of the results is presented in Table 2 below. 
Although this study is far from comprehensive, it does indicate that the 
research agenda of design management, including themes like design 
thinking; co-creation, design brief, and human-centred design 
management tend to be neglected in journals outside the field of design 
management research.  
Not surprisingly, the field of innovation management (Journal of 
Product Innovation Management) seems to have been a central 
contributor of design management papers when analyzing mainstream 
management journals. A further and deeper study of innovation 
management journals could be insightful in order to understand how 
research into design management differentiates from innovation 
management and new product development. The current small study 
indicates that the field of design management is being included and does 
have some impact in the research community on innovation 
management studies. At the same time, it seems rather straightforward 
that the impact on mainstream management and marketing studies is 
almost non-existent, as far as the selected journals document it. Thus, 
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the cross-fertilization process has still not taken place, especially in the 
fields of management and marketing. 
Table 3: Design management themes published in adjunct journals 2000- 
2010 
Journal No. of publications Remarks 
Journal of Marketing Management    
Year 2000, vol. 16, 6 issues 
 
and 2010, vol. 26, 7 issues 
0 hits out of  64 papers in 
2000 
3 hits in special issue 2007 
0 hits out of 67 papers 2010 
 
 
Special issue in 2007: Design vs. marketing 
performance:  
 
Academy of Management Review    
Year 2000, vol. 25; 4 issues 
and 2010, vol. 35; 4 issues 
0 hits out of 40 papers 
0 hits out of 30 papers 
No special themes in the years between 2000-2010. 
Strategic Management Review    
Year 2000, vol. 21, 12 issues 
and  
2010, vol. 31, 13 issues 
0 hits out of 66 papers 
 
1 hit out of 76 papers  
No special themes in the years between 2000-2010 
 
 
Issue 4: Emergence of Dominant Design 
Journal of Marketing    
Year 2000, vol. 64, 4 issues 
and 2010, vol. 74, 6 issues 
0 hits out of 34 papers in 
2000 
0 hits out of 56 papers in 
2010 
 
 
No special themes in the years between 2000-2010. 
Journal of Product Innovation 
Management  
  
Year 2000, vol. 17, 6 issues 
 
 
 
 
and 2010, vol. 27, 5 issues 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Special issues, vol. 22, issue 1+2, 
2005 
3 hits out of 20 papers in 
2000 
 
 
 
6 hits out of 67 papers in 
2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6+7 hits out of 13 papers 
Issue 1: The ability to minimize time of NPD 
Issue 2: Applying Performance Support Technology 
in the Fuzzy Front End 
Issue 3: Technological Innovativeness as a 
Moderator of New Product Design 
 
Issue 1: Designing visual Recognition for the Brand 
Issue 2: Can all Brands Innovate in the Same Way? 
Issue 3: Developing Innovation on the Basis of 
Analogies 
Issue 5: Exploring the Appeal of Product Design 
Issue 6: Managing Innovation Fields in Cross-
industry Explorative Partnerships with C-K Design 
Theory 
Issue 7: Why Customers Value Self-designers 
Products – Benefits of Aestetic Design 
 
 
Theme of special issue: Marketing Meets Design 
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3.2.7 Conclusion and perspectives  
For the period 2000-2010 a model illustrating the development in 
concepts in the primary journals for the design management research 
field was created. Four changes in the development of the design 
management research field were identified:  
1. Value creation changes from specific design disciplines to a generic 
and integrative focus on design, meaning that the different domains of 
design are seen from a more coherent perspective.  
2. Value creation in design management moves from being based on 
borrowed theoretical concepts to being a more autonomous theory 
capable of generating concepts and research questions in their own right 
and further seems to have the potential to generate conceptual value to 
the field.  
3. Value creation for business has shown remarkable changes from a 
sole focus on how to manage design processes to a focus on the value 
added of design thinking in an era of contextual turmoil. The term 
‘design thinking’ has been linked to issues as design of the business 
model and the overarching value of managing for integrated design.  
4. The value creation inside vs. outside the organizational boundary has 
changed over the span of years, reflecting a more systemic perspective 
on the role of design. 
Thus, we found indications that the design management research field 
has come to a stage where selection processes have been set in motion, 
but the field as a whole has not yet come to a break-through stage, 
where gradual evolutionary changes have led to a major leap. However, 
the first signs of retention have emerged, i.e. the consolidation around 
fewer selected terms dominating the research agenda, thus contributing 
to a reduction of the paradigmatic pluralism (Bonaccorsi & Vargas, 
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2007) and, for example, contributions searching for empirical evidence 
in relation to key concepts and research themes.   
Fundamentally, a major transition in the focus on costs and price in the 
early years to innovation and business development in the later years of 
this study is seen. There is also a conceptual transition from 
management of product design to an integrated conceptualization of 
design management enveloped by the terms “design thinking” and 
“design and business models.” 
The focus is on value creation and the development in concepts as a way 
of framing the fields for future in-depth studies of content and 
contributors to emerging fields of design management. In this view, the 
importance of screening the concept model for missing concepts should 
be stressed – missing concepts that are potential research themes for the 
design management field. Thus, spotting ‘black holes’ in the evolving 
conceptual map may be an important future research contribution, 
highlighting highways and byways in design management research. 
By analysing The Design Journal and Creativity and Innovation 
Management, we found that the term “design management” was 
primarily present in the bibliography in The Design Journal, whereas in 
Creativity and Innovation Management design was closely affiliated 
with management by concepts such as process, space and model. 
Although “design management” is not yet co-occurring as one term in 
Creativity and Innovation Management the journal is viewed as an 
influential future contributor to the field. In-depth knowledge exchange 
with established management fora is, however, still at a nascent stage, 
but progress is visible, as exemplified by the recent emerging activities 
in the Academy of Management. 
In perspective, the future evolutionary dynamics of design management 
research depends on two fundamental issues, namely the relevance of 
practice-driven knowledge generation and the capacity of the research 
community to generate research questions which stimulate research-
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driven knowledge generation in conjunction with research communities 
at the crossroads of design and management research. 
The current review suggests several paths to take and some to be 
created. In conclusion, a couple of, hopefully, enticing suggestions will 
be presented. Future research might benefit from a stronger focus on and 
new views of the concepts of ‘business’ and ‘user’. A stronger 
awareness of the evolving orders of design (Buchanan, 2001), from a 
dominant product focus to a focus on interaction and systems design 
might spur the agenda of design management. Furthermore, research 
may be leveraged by a stronger inter-organizational or open-sourced 
perspective on design management processes, combined with questions 
related to inter-organizational management perspectives and processes 
of co-creation.  
Finally, the review in this paper leaves out one important dimension: the 
practical results of design management. The core of the design 
management field will no doubt benefit from intensified analyses of 
companies and organizations that have implemented design in order to 
understand how they bridge the diverse logics of design and 
management.  
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3.3. Discussion of the design management review 
The overall aim of the paper was to understand was to get an 
understanding of the meanings of design in an organizational context 
from the theoretical perspective of design management. More 
specifically the focus for the paper only were on the evolution of design 
management and reveals that there are different “takes” on design 
management ranging from design product development to a more 
integrated view of design management. Despite the fact that the term 
‘design management’ is used to name the field it was actually not being 
used severely as an assembled term in the decade. Instead it was 
different aspects of design related to different business themes. This 
links to the discussion in beginning of this Chapter 3 that focuses on the 
question whether design management is, in fact, a theoretical field in its 
own right.  
It also reveals a development from being quite specific in the meaning 
of design around the years 2000, when having focus on specific design 
domains. However, design in organizations has evolved to be more 
generic and strategic, but at the same time there have been a lack of 
research about what this new way of understanding design when it 
becomes strategic. The thing is that when something becomes strategic 
it touches every element in and outside a company. There is however 
scant with knowledge concerning a deeper understanding of design in 
design management with this newer meaning. In particular we need 
knowledge about the transformation also happening in companies from 
understanding design as a domain to understanding strategic design.  
When analysing the Figure 4 it appears that the concepts dominant in 
design management journals are focusing on what could be called a 
static description of design management where the focus is on a limited 
segment of design management such as the design process, story-telling, 
design thinking, users etc. However, a dynamic perspective on design 
management is lacking, where the focus is not limited to ‘the design 
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process’, ‘graphic design’ or to ‘design thinking’, rather a deeper 
understanding of when each of those perspectives are relevant when 
companies are going to integrate design in their organizations. Therefore 
there is a need to have a deeper understanding of the dynamic side of 
design in an organizational context.  
 
Figure 5: Key Cross Fertilization in Design Management Research with the 
change in focus on design research 
 
Source: Own work with inspiration from Erichsen & Christensen, 2013 
In order to apply this dynamic view of design more insight is needed 
about the nuances of design. Hence a deeper exploration of the design 
field and a change of focus on to the green circle on Figure 5 is required. 
The study of the design field will have special focus on Design Issues – 
a key design journal within the field of design – in order to better 
understand the essence of design. The purpose is to enrich the design 
management field and thereby being able to expand the understanding 
of ‘What is design from an organizational perspective?’ This analysis 
will appear in Chapter 4.  
Design Management 
Practice driven knowledge (conceptual) 
Academic driven knowledge (analytical) 
 
  
 
 
 = Core of Cross Fertilization 
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The paper concludes that there is a need for practical research on how 
companies have integrated design in order “to understand how they 
bridge the diverse logics of design and management” (Erichsen & 
Christensen, section 3.2.7). Thus, the review supports the indications 
from the exploratory study of Chapter 1 concerning the fact that 
companies do not knowing how to integrate design in an organizational 
context by illustrating that the Design Management field is not able to 
answering this question. That does not mean expected to find one 
answer to the question but rather there was too little knowledge on 
possible ways to integrate design in organizations.  
 
3.4 The dynamic perspective outside the journal perspective 
Defining a field only by few selected journals (and 831 papers) may be 
limited. Therefore it is relevant to look for any understanding outside 
the journal perspective that help us understand ‘what is design in an 
organizational context from a theoretical design management 
perspective’ and in particular is having focus on the incorporation of the 
dynamic perspective, since practitioners and researchers over the last 
few years have gained interest in the dynamic perspective and since the 
dynamic perspective is quite relevant to the overall research question: 
Why do SMEs have difficulties understanding and integrating 
design?  
Lockwood (2011) supports the findings from design management 
review and states that  
“There seems to be a gap in knowledge about integrated design 
management in both the academic community and in the practice 
community” (Lockwood, 2011, p. 244). 
Lockwood points to some best-practice techniques that integrate design 
functions in large multinational corporations.  
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“.. in order to enable innovation in each design discipline, such as 
design coherence and holistic customer experiences, throughout the 
company” (Lockwood, 2011, p. 245). 
However, Lockwood’s focus is on design disciplines, not on different 
perspectives on design.  
Some of the design management literature concerning design 
consultancies reveals a more dynamic approach. 
Ravasi and Stigliani (2011) focus on SMEs and the key issues that affect 
the collaboration between design and business. These issues are: 
“(a) low design literacy; (b) design decisions driven by cost concerns; 
(c) behaviour and business patterns anchored in old traditions; and (d) 
high risk aversion”. (Ravasi & Stigliani, 2011, p. 233).  
The low literacy is related to the fact that most managers in SMEs have 
a lack of understanding of design and therefore their evaluations are 
often personal and general aesthetic evaluations (Ravasi & Stigliani, 
2011).  There is also a concern for cost and behaviour anchored in 
traditions. In addition, Ravasi and Stigliani (2011) point to managers’ 
risk aversion and the fact that a designer’s proposal often involves 
degrees of risk. Ravasi and Stigliani (2011) found, though, that risk 
aversion and a lack of design understanding were among the main 
causes of failure of collaboration between design consultancies and 
SMEs. The lack of design understanding fits with the discussion from 
the section before (Chapter 1) that the understanding about design is 
lacking. However, it should be noticed that the study of Ravasi and 
Stigliani is centered around general barriers in the relationship between 
design consultants and clients. It is not focusing on how specifically the 
companies change concerning design integration.   
The research by Ravasi and Stigliani (2011) also focuses on the 
recommends some guidelines or drivers for improving the relationship 
between the design consultants and clients. These recommendations 
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include paying attention to the briefing process and the need to manage 
the collaboration with the designers. Again, the reasons for failure and 
the need for drivers are general, meaning that we do not know if they 
apply to a company with preliminary design integration or to more 
advanced users as well.  
Therefore it is relevant to analyse the barriers and drivers at different 
levels of design integration, because it is reasonable to assume that, 
metaphorically speaking, the pupil in elementary school will have 
different barriers in e.g. math and will be driven or helped by other 
elements than the high school math student.   
 
3.5 Summary of Chapter 3  
– a tentative answer to ‘what is design in an organizational 
context?’ 
All in all, after analysing the evolution of the design management field, 
it appeared that there is a scant of knowledge within this field 
concerning the dynamic perspective of design in organizations – design 
integration – but there is particularly a lack of knowledge concerning 
the deep understanding of design in an organizational context.  
A more dynamic approach is presented by Ravasi & Stigliani. Their 
focus is on small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and the barriers 
and drivers for design integration in this type of organization.  
The answers given by design management literature are too tentative for 
this thesis to make a valid suggestion for an unambiguous answer to the 
question: ‘What is design in an organizational context?’ Hence it is 
necessary to further analyse the nuances and meanings of design, which 
will be done in chapter 4, which includes a review of design literature. 
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Finally it was found that there was a need within the design 
management literature to understand barriers and drivers at different 
levels of design integration. 
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CHAPTER 4: REVIEW OF DESIGN LITERATURE 
The first sub question of the introduction in Chapter 1 is “What is 
design in an organizational context?” The review of design management 
literature concluded that there was a need within design management 
literature to understand design from a dynamic perspective in order to 
answer the overall research question: “Why do companies have 
difficulties understanding and integrating design?” 
The cues to the questions were to be found much more plentifully in 
design research literature, which has a more specific focus on the core 
of ‘what is design’. In this regard it is relevant to refer to Heskett 
(2005), who proposed that design historically has evolved  
“…in a layered pattern, rather than a linear evolution in which new 
developments eliminate previous manifestations…” (Heskett, 2005, p. 
129). 
Thus, design has evolved into many “layered patterns,” but Heskett also 
(2005) proposes that we can expect new layers to be added. This review 
of design should therefore be seen as examining some of the layered 
patterns of design, because we need to know more about them in order 
to support companies in their design integration. 
This part of the research is based on Arbnor & Bjerke’s (1997) 
methodological business approach, the Actors Approach where the 
reality is a social construction. The Actors Approach is not interested in 
explanations but rather in understanding the social wholes (Arbnor & 
Bjerke, 1997). This understanding is based on a reproduction of 
meaning that actors hold concerning their acts and the context. Thus, the 
reality exists in a social construction based on different levels of 
meaning structures.  
How SMEs construct the meaning of design can help us understand why 
SMEs have difficulties integrating design. This is explained by Arbnor 
& Bjerke as: 
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“According to the Actors Approach, the problem is usually that the 
people who receive the information do not have the finite provinces of 
meaning from which the information was developed and that would 
allow them to interpret the information in a way that is meaningful for 
them.” (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997, p. 73) 
Hence it is relevant to understand the province of meaning created in the 
SMEs. However, before analysing the meaning of design in SMEs it is 
important to understand possible meanings of design within the field of 
design.  
An extract of my review of the design research literature is presented in 
this chapter. Along with my readings I sought to visualise the various 
understandings of design that are present in the literature in one 
graphical solution called the Design Compass (see Figure 6). It 
graphically embraces the various meanings of design that I extracted 
from the literature, and these various meanings of design represent 
different directions in the compass. The different meanings or directions 
constructed in the Compass are: design as discipline, process, methods, 
reflection in action, making sense, user focused, culture, problem 
solving and art. These directions will be explained in the following 
sections. 
The Design Compass is to be viewed as an outcome of my readings of 
the literature. But in the presentation of my review I will, for the 
purpose of clarity, use the Design Compass to show the contributions of 
each part of my review. Hence, the Design Compass is a result of a 
thorough review of the design literature identifying the main currents 
within the field. It is a way of understanding the different perspectives 
involved when design is going to be integrated into organizations.  
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Figure 6: The Design Compass 
  
Source: Own work 
The development of the Design Compass is based on readings following 
three different reviews: A review of the etymological meaning of design 
(section 4.1), a review of the general perspectives within the field of 
design research (section 4.2) and a systematic review of one key journal 
in the field, Design Issues (section 4.3 and 4.4) (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7: The building blocks of ‘the Design Compass’ 
 
Source: Own work 
 
4.1 What is design - The etymology of design 
You may ask if it is relevant to go back to “Adam and Eve” concerning 
design, but during my case study one of the managers (Marketing 
Manager, Bench) asked about the etymology, so this section is for him 
or others interested in the etymology of the word ‘design’. 
Etymology is concerned with the origins of words. In order to gain a 
deeper understanding of design, it is therefore relevant to begin this 
explanation of design from an etymological perspective and identify 
design researchers who have taken an etymological perspective on 
design.  
According to Flusser & Cullars (1995) design is derived from the Latin 
word “signum” and from that they develop the meaning of design to be 
to “draw a sign”. In the same line Krippendorff (1989) imparts the 
etymological perspective in his research:  
The 
Design 
Compass 
Etymology of 
design 
General 
perspectives 
of design 
Concepts and 
themes in a key  
design journal 
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“The etymology of design goes back to the Latin de + signare and 
means making something, distinguishing it by a sign, giving it 
significance, designating its relationship to other things, owners, users, 
or gods. Based on this original meaning, one could say: design is 
making sense (of things).” (Krippendorff, 2006, p. 9). 
Based on etymology Krippendorff (1989) derives that design is “making 
sense (of things).” Business-oriented design researchers such as 
Verganti (2009) have adopted this definition by Krippendorff and focus 
on the creation of meaning. 
All in all, design from an etymological perspective means “to draw a 
sign” or “to make sense (of things)”. It is therefore reasonable to make a 
pole in the Design Compass called “Making Sense” (see the green 
colour in Figure 8). 
Figure 8: The Design Compass with the first currents of the etymology, 
illustrated with the green colour. 
 
Source: Own work 
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This is a valid first step in understanding the nature of design, but from 
an organizational perspective you may still be confused if just looking at 
the etymology of design, because the etymology does not answer the 
question: what happens when design is integrated into the organization 
of SMEs? As you can see, other poles of the Design Compass were 
identified in the analysis, which will be revealed in the following 
analysis of the general perspectives of design. 
 
4.2 General perspectives within design research 
Two perspectives have dominated the design research, i.e. “rational 
problem solving” and “reflective practice” (Currano & Steinert, 2012; 
K. Dorst & Dijkhuis, 1995). However, these perspectives are also part 
of a whole series of design research literature focusing on the cognitive 
aspect of design. Dorst (1997) was one of the first design researchers 
who compared the two perspectives – which Dorst named “rational 
problem solving” and “reflective practice.” Herbert Simon and Donald 
Schön, respectively, represented the two perspectives. According to 
Dorst (2008) the “rational problem solving paradigm” is focusing on “a 
goal oriented problem solving process” (Dorst, 2008), whereas Schön’s 
reflection practice is more concerned with a process of learning (Dorst 
2008). Dorst (1997) concluded that when adopting an ontological 
perspective on the two paradigms “the rational problem solving 
process” was objective and positivistic, whereas “the reflective practice” 
was subjective and constructionist (Dorst, 1997).  
However, when reading the works of Simon and Schön I started to 
question these simplistic assumptions made by Dorst of the two 
ontological paradigms, because they failed to capture the nuances of 
ontological paradigms. In particular the idea of announcing Simon to be 
rational and positivistic seemed to go against my perception of what his 
research entailed. In the following I designate some space to the two 
authors Simon and Schön.   
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4.2.1 Simon vs. Schön – Key differences 
Simon has proposed some of the broadest definitions of design:  
“Everyone designs who devises courses of action aimed at changing 
existing situations into preferred ones. The intellectual activity that 
produces material artifacts is no different fundamentally from the one 
that prescribes remedies for a sick patient or the one that devises a new 
sales plan for a company or a social welfare policy for a state. Design, 
so construed, is the core of all professional training; it is the principal 
mark that distinguishes the professions from the sciences.” (Simon, 
1996, p. 117)  
and  
“Design, on the other hand, is concerned with how things ought to be, 
with devising artifacts to attain goals” (Simon, 1996, p. 114). 
When reading the quotes by Simon one could easily make to the 
conclusion that design is everything, but Simon links design to the 
“artificial” being man-made as opposed to the natural (Simon, 1996). 
Thus, Simon is concerned with the artificial science as opposed to 
natural science and the artefact becomes the interface between what he 
calls the inner and the outer environment e.g. an organization being the 
inner environment placing the artefact in the outer environment, the 
world outside the company. Maybe due to Simon’s constant comparison 
of artificial science to natural science he chose to emphasize the design 
process. He sums up the chapter on design as follows: 
“My main goal in this chapter has been to show that there already exist 
today a number of components of a theory of design and a substantial 
body of knowledge, theoretical and empirical, relating to each. As we 
draw up our curriculum in design – in the science of the artificial – to 
take its place by the side of natural science in the whole engineering 
88 
 
curriculum it includes at least the following topics: The evaluations of 
design [..] The search for alternatives [..] (Simon, 1996 p. 132) 
Simon proposes seven initial topics of design (under two main topics in 
the quotation above). Although these seven initial topics of design that 
Simon presents are related to problem solving, Simon acknowledges 
that design goals in the design process change and therefore he 
compares the process to a painter making a painting where the 
interaction between the painter and the canvas is crucial for how the 
current goals change to new ways of painting and new goals (Simon, 
1996). Based on this social way of looking at design problems he 
expands the topics above with six new topics: Bounded rationality, data 
for planning, identifying the client, organizations in social design, time 
space horizons and designing without final goals. Design according to 
Simon is centred on attaining a goal just as Simon focuses on one of his 
definitions of design, but these goals are not rigid – an aspect that is 
sometimes forgotten within the design research.        
Where Simon saw design as part of a process Schön defined design as 
being “a conversation with the materials of a situation” (Schön, 1983, 
p. 78). Instead of finding a satisfactory solution to a problem like 
Simon, Schön stresses that design happens in the making. Simon 
referred to engineering students, but Schön analysed architectural 
students and protocol work with “psychiatric residents” among others. 
In particular Schön stresses the experienced knowledge of “the 
competent practitioner” such as the experienced supervisor who is 
finding new unexpected meaning. The experienced designer has 
advanced the feeling for this situation and “conversation”. However, 
this reflection is not articulated by the experienced designer but is 
learning by observing.   
“…we learn to execute such complex performances as crawling, 
walking, juggling, or riding a bicycle without being able to give a verbal 
description even roughly adequate to our actual performance. Indeed, if 
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we are asked to say how we do such things, we tend to give wrong 
answers which, if we were to act according to them, would get us into 
trouble.” (Schön, 1987, Kindle Locations 341-342). 
Hence, Schön (1987) enriches the design literature by focusing on the 
point that it is difficult to actually articulate what is happening in the 
design learning experience between e.g. the junior student and the 
experienced practitioner. Schön therefore describes that there is a 
language of design, which is the language of doing (Schön, 1987). Only 
by observing the actions is it possible to articulate what this tacit 
knowledge is about.  
“Knowing suggests the dynamic quality of knowing-in-action, which, 
when we describe it, we convert to knowledge-in-action.” (Schön, 1987, 
Kindle Locations 354-355).  
However, when applying knowledge-in-action there are some problems:  
“The knowing-in-action is tacit, spontaneously delivered without 
conscious deliberation; and it works, yielding intended outcomes so 
long as the situation falls within the boundaries of what we have 
learned to treat as normal.” (Schön, 1987, Kindle Locations 378-379).  
In this quote Schön (1987) focuses on a key issue of design because 
knowing-in-action will lead to an outcome which is within the 
boundaries. Schön (1987) therefore proposes what he calls reflection-in-
action focussing on questioning the structure of the knowing-in-action.  
I agree with Dorst to the extent that Simon and Schön have some key 
differences in their way of looking at design, Simon being more goal-
oriented and Schön more reflective, but I have identified some key 
problems when Schön (1983, 1987) and Dorst (1997) interpret Simon. 
Therefore the next paragraph is devoted to these barriers. 
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4.2.2 Barriers in the semantics of Simon 
Schön (1983) stressed that his view of design was quite different from 
Simon’s view of design when criticizing the apparently rational view 
expressed by Simon:  
“Simon proposes to build a science of design by emulating and 
extending the optimization methods which have been developed in 
statistical decision theory and management science.” (Schön, 1983, 
p.47) 
However, what is often downplayed by design researchers, such as 
Dorst and Schön, this rational critique of Simon’s view of design is the 
exact aim of Simon’s research. Therefore, I now dedicate some space in 
the thesis for an analysis of the two perspectives of design from a 
design-business point of view. 
When reading The Science of the Artificial by Simon from a business 
perspective and comparing it to the claims by Simon as rationalistically 
being the prevalent interpretation of his research into design literature, it 
appeared that there were some misunderstandings of Simon within 
design research.    
Although design is a key part of the book The Science of the artificial 
Simon aimed to enrich the knowledge of complex systems with a design 
perspective and not the other way around. 
“The reader will discover in the course of the discussion that 
artificiality is interesting principally when it concerns complex systems 
that live in complex environments.”(Simon, 1996, p. xiii) 
I believe Simon’s intent of contributing to complex systems is quite an 
important point to have in mind when reading the work of Simon, 
because this focus reflects his writing style and why he focuses so much 
on apparently rational tools. However, it also appears that the word 
“rationalism” might present some problems or at least that there are 
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words that the design field interprets in one way and the business field 
in another. 
Therefore there is a need to analyse more closely how we can 
understand design with regard to rationality, because within rationality 
is a key concept of “risk” which is vital to understanding design in a 
business context.  
Thus, I propose that there is a need for a translation of Simon’s work 
when communicating his design perspective to businesses, because the 
analytical approach is actually what Simon tries to distance himself 
from e.g. by his views of satisficing. Therefore when communicating 
these two main perspectives on design to businesses it might be more 
informative to call them the systematic vs. the reflective-oriented 
approaches to design. In the ears of a business researcher design as 
reflection and design as problem sounds too much alike.  
Despite differences in the two perspectives Dorst (1997) does not 
propose that one of the two paradigms of design are better than the 
other; rather he concludes his PhD thesis by emphasizing that the 
paradigms are providing relevant descriptions of design – more 
precisely each of the perspectives provides descriptions of what he calls 
design-as-experienced and “the integrative behaviour of industrial 
designers.” Dorst (1997) proposes a dual mode of the two perspectives, 
and hence for each design project it is necessary to evaluate which 
paradigm to choose. Dorst (2008) also proposes that these two 
paradigms or models are unclear due to their lack of being an 
“explanatory framework for the design activity as a whole” (Dorst, 
2008, p. 6). Thus there are indications that these two paradigms are not 
sufficient to answer the question: What is design?  
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4.2.3 Cognitive design research overview – Visser   
Another design researcher who has created a thorough theoretical 
framework for cognitive design research departing in the two paradigms 
is Visser (2006). Visser’s book The Cognitive Artifacts of Designing is a 
thorough theoretical review of cognitive design aimed at furthering the 
understanding of the cognitive aspects of design. Visser acknowledges 
the views of Simon and Schön and presents her definition of design by 
focusing primarily on construction and less on transformation. Hence, 
she concludes that design is defined as: 
 “an activity that consists of specifying an artifact product, given 
requirements on that artifact” (Visser, 2006, p. 223).  
For Visser (2006) the essence of design is more than problem solving or 
reflection-in-action, and she stresses that design as activity happens:  
“… through different types of representation-construction activities – 
generation, transformation and evaluation - which may take different 
forms (especially duplication, addition, detailing, concretization, 
modification, and revolutionizing) and refer to other activities and 
operations (such as analysis, [re]interpretation, association, 
confrontation, adjustment, integration, inference, restructuring, 
combining, and drawing).” (Visser, 2006, p. 221).  
Thus, the transformation of representation of an artefact is a key element 
for Visser. Despite the contribution of Visser, it is not included as a 
direction in the Design Compass because it is not as dominant as the 
currents of Simon and Schön.   
There is no doubt that Simon and Schön are representing two accepted 
currents within cognitive design research. Therefore it makes sense to 
use these two currents as the second and third poles in the Design 
Compass as illustrated in Figure 9.  
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Figure 9: The Design Compass with the two directions of Simon and 
Schön, illustrated with the green colours. 
 
Source: Own Work 
 
Dorst (1997) concluded that both of the views were relevant, which is 
why both of the perspectives are placed in a compass and not on a 
ladder. In economics, a key term is “all else being equal,” and therefore 
it makes sense to say, when integrating design in companies, that it is 
difficult to encompass both perspectives at the same time. So when 
focussing on design integration in companies we have to distinguish 
between these perspectives because it helps to understand what design 
is.  
The cognitive overviews of design and the broader view of design 
provide a good first impression of what design is, but I wanted a more 
nuanced view of design from an organizational perspective. Therefore I 
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looked into a key design journal in order to find more answers to the 
sub-question.  
 
4.3 Methodology for the design literature review  
In the following the methodological considerations concerning the 
design journal review is described – the main focus points are the 
selection of a relevant journal and details of the software used in the 
review.  
The selection of a design journal was not made by searching for all 
relevant design journals in library search engines. Rather, I looked for 
secondary evaluations of the design literature. The reason was the 
variety in the use of the term ‘design’ as a more generic term used as a 
synonym for e.g. making and changing things.   
Gemser et al. (2012) found that the two journals with the highest quality 
and popularity ranking on a worldwide scale were Design Studies and 
Design Issues in the respective order. In the same paper Gemser et al. 
(2012) pointed to the difficulties of making boundaries for selected 
journals due to the interdisciplinarity of the design field. The specific 
study from Gemser et al. (2012) had a focus on industrial design, and 
critics may suggest that the evaluation of the journals would favour the 
industrial design perspective. However, the respondents were asked to: 
 “…select five journals they perceived to be top tier based on their 
academic contribution to the design discipline.” (Gemser et al., 2012, p. 
9). 
Thus, with the wording of the question the focus was not solely on 
industrial design. Additionally, when paying attention to the academic 
background of the respondents: computer sciences, 
economics/management or business, engineering & (industrial) design: 
architecture, humanities, social and behavioural sciences and other  
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(Gemser et al., 2012), this variety in backgrounds also advocates a 
broader perspective on design.  
Gemser et al. (2012) had 329 editorial board members from the field of 
design but also from business-related areas to evaluate the journals, 
which is relevant for this thesis, since it applies a business perspective 
and in particular an organizational perspective on design.  
Reading the publishers’ description of the two journals from Elsevier 
(Design Studies) and MIT Press Journals (Design Issues) reveals that 
both focus on design in a general sense, not only on industrial design.  
Elsevier gives the following description of Design Studies: 
“Design Studies is the only journal to approach the understanding of 
design processes from comparisons across all domains of application, 
including engineering and product design, architectural and urban 
design, computer artefacts and systems design. It therefore provides a 
unique forum for the analysis, development and discussion of 
fundamental aspects of design activity, from cognition and methodology 
to values and philosophy. The journal publishes new research and 
scholarship concerned with the process of designing, and in principles, 
procedures and techniques relevant to the practice and pedagogy of 
design” (Www.journals.elsevier.com/design-studies/, 2013) 
The quotation above shows that the journal is a general design journal 
publishing and comparing research “across all domains” of design. I 
therefore marked Design Studies as one of the possible journals to 
analyse. 
Similarly attention is on the description of Design Issues from MIT-
Press Journals: 
“The first American academic journal to examine design history, 
theory, and criticism, Design Issues provokes inquiry into the cultural 
and intellectual issues surrounding design. Regular features include 
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theoretical and critical articles by professional and scholarly 
contributors, extensive book reviews, and visual sequences. Special 
guest-edited issues concentrate on particular themes, such as design 
history, human-computer interface, service design, organization design, 
design for development, and product design methodology. Scholars, 
students, and professionals in all the design fields are readers of each 
issue.” (www.mitpressjournals.org/loi/desi)  
The last part of the description, in particular, mentions that the journal 
has a vast spectrum of themes and focusses on special issues from all 
design fields. Hence, Design Issues can, just like Design Studies, be 
viewed as a general design journal that is indeed relevant for the 
analysis of understanding design on a general level. Despite the 
relevance of Design Studies, the analysis in this Chapter will, however, 
only analyse Design Issue12.  
 
4.3.1. Selecting Design Issues 
Before analysing Design Issues it is relevant to understand why Design 
Studies is not included in the analysis in section 4.4. The answer can be 
found in the previous reviews of the journals. 
In 2012 Chai & Xiao made a bibliometric analysis of the journal Design 
Studies for the period 1996 to 2010. Their rationale behind the review 
was that they had not identified more quantifiable, systematic reviews of 
design research. One of the contributions of Chai & Xiao (2012) was 
that the most frequent themes within Design Studies were centred 
around design cognition and design process and they proposed that 
protocol analysis would become a more popular theme in the following 
years. Another finding of Chai & Xiao was the identification of the 
                                      
12 I acknowledge that other design publications could have been included in the 
review, but based on the evaluated importance of Design Issues by design 
researchers, this journal can be seen as being essential for the design field.  
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main reference within Design Studies to Schön’s “The Reflective 
Practitioner” (1983), illustrating that the cognitive perspective discussed 
in Chapter 4.2 is predominant within Design Studies.     
I acknowledge the systematic review and findings of Chai & Xiao, and I 
have not found it necessary to make additional reviews of Design 
Studies. Therefore this journal is not included in the analysis in Chapter 
4.3. 
The journal Design Issues, however, does not have systematic reviews 
of the published papers. The development within the field has not been 
neglected but has been dominated by more historic discussions and 
reflections. Roth (1999) made such a reflection and proposed that within 
design research there were three categories of inquiry, which are 
illustrated in Table 3. When analysing the topics of research, Roth 
(1999) proposes that they range from concrete or specific to conceptual 
and theoretical or philosophical. The concrete/specific category is 
focusing on what Roth calls a specific situation, whereas the conceptual 
category widens the topic by defining them by an entire class of 
situations. The last theoretical/philosophical category is the broadest one 
centred on design practice and artefacts in a broader sense. A question 
proposed by Roth (1999) for the theoretical/philosophical category is; 
what is “good” design? Along the same line, there are key questions 
aligned to the other two categories.  
The methodological considerations behind the ‘categories of inquiry’ 
are not specified by Roth, but the ‘categories of inquiry’ are one of the 
few categorizations within Design Issues that provide an overview of 
design research. Other categorizations are more concerned with 
categorizing ‘design’ in general and not specifically design research. 
That is not to say that the other categorizations are irrelevant here, 
because they also contribute to the story of what design is. In the review 
of Design Issues in Chapter 4.3 I will present other key categorizations 
enabling us to answer the question: What is design? 
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Table 4: Categories of inquiry for design research 
 
Categories of inquiry 
 
 
Examples 
Concrete/specific Which visual attributes (typeface, 
colour, palette, etc.) are most 
effective and appropriate for a 
specific message and audience? 
Conceptual How does the user´s conceptual 
map of an interactive program 
“space” affect navigation and the 
exploration of content? 
Theoretical/philosophical Is universal, cross-cultural design 
possible? What is “good” design? 
Does interactivity facilitate 
communication by actively 
engaging the user? 
Source: Roth (1999, p. 22). 
All in all, after analysing Design Studies and Design Issues for previous 
systematic reviews I only came across Chai and Xiao’s review of 
Design Studies. Therefore, in Chapter 4.4, there will be a review of 
Design Issues that is detailed enough to get a nuanced picture of design 
by finding themes related to design in companies.  
 
4.3.2 The use of Leximancer in the design review 
In the analysis of Design Issues the software programme Leximancer is 
used in the same way that it was used for the review of the design 
management journals. A Leximancer map was made for the decade 
2000-2010 to identify the overall themes. In addition, a Leximancer map 
for each year was created in order to identify key themes and concepts. 
The review is, however, not made solely on the Leximancer map; a 
thorough study of the relevant papers has also been conducted. For 
further details about how Leximancer works see the description in 
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Chapter 3. In addition, details about the use of the software will be 
explained when necessary in review in section 4.4 concerning the 
review of Design Issues. 
 
4.4 What is design in Design Issues? 
In the previous section of this Chapter three directions of the Design 
Compass were illustrated. However, the definition of design, including 
the many nuances of the concept in a business context, is still not 
completely clear. A way of understanding a field is to analyse the things 
said within the field (Foucault, 2005), because the way we talk to each 
other and the themes we talk about are deeply rooted in a heterogeneous 
and discursive relation (Foucault, 2005). Thus, excavating the layers of 
knowledge within a field is crucial for acquiring an understanding of the 
past and the present of a field and vastly expands the possibilities of 
analysing the field and the pieces of text (Foucault, 2005). I have 
selected to analyse one important design journal, the quarterly peer 
reviewed journal Design Issues in order to answer the question: what is 
design in design research? 
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Figure 10: The building blocks of ‘the Design Compass’ with focus on the 
review of Design Issues (in green) 
 
Source: Own work 
In the following, the last red box in Figure 10 is analysed.  
To guide the analysis I needed some questions:   
1) What is the structure of knowledge within Design Issues regarding 
business themes – such as marketing, innovation, management, 
strategy, and organizational theory? 
2) What are the themes and concepts discussed in the journal Design 
Issues in the period 2000-2012? 
3) To what extent does Design Issues contribute knowledge to the 
question: ‘What is design’ in a business context? 
 
  
The 
Design 
Compass 
Etymology of 
design 
General 
perspectives 
of design 
Concepts and 
themes in a key  
design journal 
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4.4.1 Themes and concepts within Design Issues 2000-2010 
Not surprisingly ‘design’ is the most frequently used concept in articles 
written in the journal Design Issues over the decade 2000-2010. A 
concept is not a key word, but a collection of words that are grouped 
together throughout the text.  
The second most frequent concept is ‘designers’ illustrating how 
essential it is to understand various aspects related to  the work and 
thinking of designers in order to comprehend the meaning of design. In 
particular understanding the work of designers is relevant, shown in the 
map by the concept ‘work’ being the third most frequently used term of 
the period. When analysing how frequently the concepts are being used 
it is not surprising that the frequency of ‘design’ is 100% (i.e. the 
concept is used in all the articles), but compared to the frequency of the 
other concepts there is a substantial gap between ‘design’ and the rest of 
the concepts as illustrated in Table 5. 
Table 5: Ranked concept list for Design Issues 2000-2010 
 
Concept 
 
 
Frequency 
Design 100% 
Designers 21% 
Work 20% 
Use 19% 
Social 17% 
Research 17% 
Process 16% 
Time 16% 
Art 14% 
Source: Own work 
Why is there such a large gap in frequency between the concept ‘design’ 
and the concept ‘designers’? In order to answer that question we need to 
analyse the relevant Design Issues papers more closely. For that purpose 
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individual maps produced by means of the software programme 
Leximancer have been created for each of the years 2000-2010 in which 
Design Issues was published. 
Figure 11: Themes and concepts for Design Issues 2000-2010 
 
Source: Own work 
The Leximancer map in Figure 11 shows that there are four main 
themes represented in the journal Design Issues in the period 2000-
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2010. The themes are ‘design’, ‘cultural’, ‘use’ and ‘art’. In the map I 
have drawn two “semicircles” representing the first and the second half 
of the decade – one being dominated by ‘use’ and the other half by ‘art’.  
I will explain the development within the decade with sub-question 1 in 
mind: What is design in an organizational context? It is relevant to stress 
that Leximancer has analysed every single paper written over the 
decade, not only a selection of papers. Hence, a manual analysis of the 
papers with the specific questions in mind, in addition to the application 
of the software Leximancer, strengthens the analysis and the objectivity. 
Thus, the concepts and themes identified are not only my interpretation 
but also the estimations from the software. In the Leximancer map in 
Figure 11 there are also folders placed around the map. These folders 
represent the papers from each year Design Issues was published. Each 
of these years will be analysed separately in the following sections. One 
might ask why not just analyse the whole decade all at once, but during 
the first manual review of the literature a change in the way the word 
‘design’ is used was identified – a change that is relevant to explore 
deeper to really understand the nature of design.   
 
4.4.1.1 The influence of ‘art’  
One of the semicircles represents the papers written in the years 2000, 
2001, 2002, 2003, 2005 and 2006 focusing particularly on the theme 
‘art’. Before reading the papers one might not believe that ‘art’ is 
closely related to design seen from a management and general business 
perspective. However, during analysis of the papers a different picture 
emerges. The papers for each year are analysed focusing on themes and 
concepts for each year.  
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In the year 2000 the second13 most frequent concept is ‘art’ (after 
design), which explains why the folder for the articles for the year 2000 
is placed so close to the ‘art’ theme in the Leximancer decade map for 
Design Issues in Figure 11. The most frequent theme, however, for the 
year 2000 is ‘human’ and that explains why the folder for the year 2000 
is also situated so close to the ‘culture’ theme in the map for the whole 
decade. Remember that themes are illustrated by circles and concepts by 
dots in Leximancer maps. In the following I shall take a closer look at 
the art papers and analyse them from a business-related perspective.  
Hewitt (2000) is one of the key contributors to the first issue of Design 
Issues for the year 2000 focusing his paper on poster design and the 
modern art of advertising. He explains how advertising uses art to 
strengthen the image of the company: 
 “… it is clear that the company wanted to gain respect through the 
artistic quality of its advertising.”  (Hewitt, 2000, p. 20) 
The art perspective is also essential in the paper by Pantzar (2000), who 
discusses the role of design when companies want to “produce” to new 
consumer segments and create needs. Pantzar (2000) predicted that 
design would play an important part when it comes to influencing the 
relationship between the consumer and a new product.  
Pantzar (2000) concludes that the consumer is expected to behave in a 
certain way when he or she is confronted with the product – 
expectations called the “manuscript of correct consumption.” The 
manuscript is defined in a social construction of needs highly influenced 
by innovative consumers (Pantzar, 2000).  
                                      
13 The focus is on the second most frequent concept because the most frequent 
concept is design. I am interested in what design is, which is why I am more 
interested in the related concepts than in design. 
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Another paper on the ‘art’ concept for the year 2000 is the paper by 
Gorman, who conducts an in-depth argument about the role of art in 
everyday life in the period 1925-1950. In particular Gorman studied 
what he called “related art”: 
“Related art thus was not art instruction as such, but a kind of 
consumer education in which young women […] were required to learn 
and perform formal analysis, to understand the” principles” of design, 
to solve “design problems” and to cultivate a “scientific,” assessing 
gaze and attitude, ostensibly in order to judge the merits of costume, the 
decorative arts and architecture….”. (Gorman, 2000, p. 47)    
‘Related art’, developed in the late 1920s and 1930s, was significant due 
to the focus on the socially accepted perception that good taste in 
products signalled a good character (Gorman, 2000).  
The two selected papers illustrate how the ‘art’ perspective on design is 
related to business in particular by having a consumer focus. 
The 2001 papers display a certain distance to the “art” theme in 
exchange for a concentration on the concepts “development” and 
“social.” Hence, design researchers focus on the “development” of 
design and on the “social” dimension of design. 
The attention from a new audience – the business community – is being 
recognized by design researchers worldwide (Owen, 2001), including 
design researchers at Design Issues. There seems to be an agreement 
among these design researchers concerning the need to articulate and 
conceptualize design education with a recognition of the 
interdisciplinarity of design (Frascara, 2001). One of the key researchers 
contributing to the articulation of design is Richard Buchanan. Three of 
the four issues in 2001 are edited by Buchanan, who also contributed 
with three papers in Design Issues in 2001. His most well-known paper 
is undoubtedly ‘The four orders of design’ (Figure 12).  
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Figure 12: The four orders of design 
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Source: Buchanan (2001) 
Buchanan (2001) acknowledges that there are many possible 
perspectives from which to explore design, but his focus is on exploring 
design from a product perspective by understanding what the changing 
meanings of design are in a product (Buchanan, 2001). 
He describes four ways of viewing a product i.e. as ‘symbol’, ‘things’, 
‘action’ or ‘thought’. These four ways of viewing the product are the 
cornerstones for the four orders of design. But what does Buchanan 
mean by “orders of design”?  
“Each order is a place for rethinking and reconceiving the nature of 
design. The orders are ‘places’ in the sense of topics for discovery, 
rather than categories of fixed meaning” (Buchanan, 2001, p. 10). 
Buchanan emphasises the distinction between a category and a place, 
and he views the rethinking of each place as a change in “intellectual 
art” that is used by practitioners and researchers (Buchanan, 2001).   
The first and the second order of design linked to ‘symbol’ and ‘things’ 
are related to graphic design and industrial design (or product design). 
These two orders of design are what most people associate with design. 
For example when I was hospitalized the nurse heard that I was working 
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with design and instantly said: “Oh yes, design, we have just 
redecorated the children’s ward.” She associated design with things and 
with making something. 
The third and fourth orders of design relate to how human beings 
interact with each other using the product as a mediating leverage. The 
concept of ‘design thinking’ is emerging in between the third and the 
fourth order of design. The fourth order of design is not only related to 
environments but also to systems. These systems are never fully 
understood, and therefore creating symbols and representations becomes 
a way of expressing how we try to organize them. I agree with 
Buchanan who points out that we need more knowledge about the new 
orders of design (the third and the fourth order), and I view this thesis as 
an attempt to further elucidate the subject. 
Like Buchanan, Heskett (2001) has approached the barrier of 
articulating design. Heskett emphasises the need to make a shift within 
design from:  
“… an understanding of design as the particular set of skills or 
organization appropriate to modern history, or any other age, and 
defining it more in terms of a generic human capacity to shape and 
make the objects, communications, and systems that serve utilitarian 
needs and give symbolic meaning to life (Heskett, 2001, p. 19). 
The change in the definition of design from a set of skills to a generic 
human capacity is a central change, because design is then no longer the 
sole purview of designers. According to Heskett (2001), the change also 
implies that it is necessary to understand design on a more general basis 
and  
“seeking connecting links and themes that underlie the proliferation and 
confusion” (Heskett, 2001, p. 19). 
This review of Design Issues accommodates the urge for a pursuit of 
themes, but Heskett accommodates the links by analysing the history of 
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design. Heskett (2001) concludes that when viewed as a basic human 
ability, design needs to adapt and redefine itself in order to meet the 
needs of the time (Heskett, 2001). However, this change in definition of 
design makes it problematic to understand design because, in order to 
encompass all the many meanings of the term, the overall or the meta-
definitions can easily get very broad and all-encompassing ending up 
meaning everything or anything thereby losing the significant and 
differential meaning. I agree with Heskett that a more thorough 
understanding of the design research themes is necessary in order to be 
able to fully understand the different meanings of design even though 
this meaning might change in the future. Thus this chapter is a snapshot 
in time, because the world is forever changing.      
Design researchers have not successfully communicated what design is 
to the world outside their own field, and consequently other areas have 
spoken on behalf of design (Jonas, 2001). Jonas points to marketing as 
one of the spokespersons for design, but also strategic thinking, 
innovation, organizational theory and new product development have 
been silent promoters of design in companies.  
Jonas (2001), therefore, draws a fine line in the sand defining design as: 
“…an expert discipline of a special kind: for integration, relation, and 
meaning ” (Jonas, 2001, p. 66). 
By this relatively narrow definition of design Jonas (2001) distances 
himself from the very broad definitions of design, such as Buchanan’s 
and Simon’s, maybe with the aim to strengthen the communication to 
other disciplines. A design management consultant I observed changed 
the design definition depending on the manager’s understanding of 
design. This meant that the manager could more easily comprehend how 
to integrate design when being exposed to a narrow definition of the 
concept, rather than being exposed to a broad definition. In this thesis I 
will not advocate for a broad or a narrow definition of design but 
acknowledge that there are indications that different definitions are 
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appropriate in companies depending e.g. organizational culture or 
management style and therefore a Design Compass with several 
directions is relevant to construct. This topic on the different directions 
of the Design Compass of the design compass is unfolded in Chapter 6 
in the case study. 
In the year 2002 ‘designer’ is the most frequent concept appearing in 
Design Issues followed by the concept ‘visual’, which also explains why 
the issue of the year 2002 is placed so close to the ‘visual’ concept in 
the decade map. The designer’s role in branding is analysed as the way 
the designer creates options for the consumer (Kathman, 2002). 
”The designer enables choices, but does not control the final 
composition...” “As designers in this model, we have to redefine our 
role from one of leadership to facilitation” (Kathman, 2002, p. 34).   
Thus design does not create a finished product as previously believed, 
but the designer is considered to be more of a facilitator for the 
consumer. The focus is now on what Buchanan calls ’the third order of 
design’. Service design has become a central concept when the designer 
is viewed as a facilitator. There is a general acceptance among design 
researchers that the role of designers is changing from forming products 
to forming environments and organizations.  
This means that the traditional way of viewing the designer from the 
management perspective has to change, too, in order to use the full 
potential of the designers.  
In the year 2003 the most frequent concept in the journal papers is once 
again ‘designers’ (like in 2002) stressing the urge among design 
researchers to understand what the designer does. It makes good sense 
that if design research wants to explain to other fields what it is and 
wants to contribute it has to explore its “habitats” – the designers. The 
third and fourth most frequent concepts are ‘time’ and ‘industrial’ 
illustrating that the discussion in the journal now takes a turn towards a 
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deeper understanding of the industrial designer, but it is also turning to 
history in order to understand the present and the future of design.  
From a management perspective some of the papers in Design Issues in 
2003 are particularly relevant. A historical look back is made by George 
(2003), who explains how the lighting industry in the beginning of the 
20th century was advertising by new image makers drawing on the 
visual language to create associations with consumers. The campaign 
called “The Sun’s Only Rival” is an example of how the advertising 
campaigns at the time were changing to become experts: 
“…experts, offering a complete range of services including design, copy 
writing, lettering ad placement and art direction” (George, 2003, p. 68) 
Thus, it is not surprising that one of the crossroads between design and 
management today is branding, advertising and marketing, because a 
history of collaboration with advertising has existed for more than 100 
years. It could, however, also mean that marketing and branding have 
problems seeing the difference between design and their fields.   
Also, a variation in terminology is critical in the comparison of design 
and marketing. Design is centred on “meaning,” whereas marketing is 
centred on “value.” It may, therefore, be tempting for marketing people 
to conclude that design is “old wine in new bottles” unless the 
difference between meaning and value is fully explained. With my 
marketing background I have faced this problem of differentiating 
design from marketing several times especially because the two 
concepts are interconnected. The specific way in which they are 
interconnected could be the subject of another PhD thesis, but design, 
from a classical marketing perspective, is viewed as a way of 
differentiating and positioning the product and the service (Kotler, 
Keller, Brady, Goodman, & Hansen, 2009). However, this narrow but 
understandable marketing view of design overlooks that design, and 
hence the definition of design, has changed. Elzbieta Kazmierczak 
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(2003) redefines design in order to illustrate the change from a focus on 
objects to a focus on cognitive processes. She states: 
“It defines design as cognitive interfaces that enable reconstruction of 
intended meanings. Its approach stresses the semiotic relations between 
perceptions and meaning constructions to explain the perceptual and 
cultural codes involved in communication” (Kazmierczak, 2003, p. 45). 
The reason for Kazmierczak (2003) to use cognitive semiotics is that it 
can bridge the gap between form and meaning making. Kazmierczak 
(2003) suggests using design as an “interface of meaning making or 
simply the design of meaning.” Thus, when the receiver is in contact 
with the design the thoughts are created in the receiver. The role for the 
designer is to be the enabler, providing the interface.     
 
Figure 13: Selected part of the Leximancer map for Design Issues for 2005 
 
Source: Own work  
In the year 2005 the ‘art’ concept is the most frequent after ‘design’, 
which is the main reason for Leximancer to position the folder for the 
year 2005 close to the ‘art’ theme in the decade map in Figure 11. What 
is not illustrated in the decade map is that the theme ‘management’ 
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appears in the Leximancer map made solely for the year 2005. The 
themes consist of the concepts ‘process’, ‘approach’, ‘knowledge’ and 
‘management’. The reason why the ‘management’ theme is appearing 
(see Figure 13) is due to a paper by Sebastian (2005) who analyses the 
interface between design and management and the breeding ground for 
design management. One of Sebastian’s key intentions in writing the 
paper was to provoke an academic discussion to enhance the impact of 
design management study. Sebastian takes an architectural approach to 
design management, but he urges all potential readers to take part in the 
discussion concerning the relationship between design and management. 
Sebastian’s discussion (2005) is thus a key paper according to the rules 
of my review because it concerns the essence of design but also analyses 
design in comparison to management. Due to the relevance of the paper 
I include a brief discussion of Sebastian’s key points concerning the 
interface between design and management. Like many design 
researchers Sebastian is reluctant to propose definitions of design and 
management.  
“Since the real design practice cannot be broken down into small areas 
to be managed separately, an integrated and coherent design 
management framework is needed” (Sebastian, 2005, p. 83). 
Sebastian (2005) indicates that design and management apparently 
resemble each other in areas concerned with the actor, the action and the 
setting. Sebastian finds a term of reference for design and management 
as:  
“Knowledge intensive human activity, which works with and within 
uncertain situations, to deliberately initiate and devise a creative 
process for shaping a more desirable reality. (Sebastian, 2005, p. 88)  
He concludes that his term of reference in the quote is the common 
ground between design and management and is the core of a coherent 
design management framework. Despite Sebastian’s good intentions the 
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paper from 2005 in Design Issues lacks thorough methodological 
consideration and is based on narrow views of management.  
Sebastian (2005) also explains that there is a lack of designers within 
design management, and therefore many designers are unwilling to 
accept design management. This is a key point for Sebastian that is also 
relevant when viewing design management from the management 
perspective. In general there is a need for researchers from both design 
and management to get involved in design management, because they 
understand the small but decisive nuances of their own field making the 
communication within the research much more precise. Therefore I also 
urge future design researchers to be frank and clear about whom they 
are targeting with their research. Is the target group primarily the design 
or the management community?  
Sebastian (2005) analyses design and management from a meta-
perspective, whereas another key paper from 2005 is concerned with a 
much more specific perspective on design in a business context. Birgit 
Jevnaker (2005) analyses the relationship between the designer and the 
organizational community concluding that the relationship is fragile due 
to a highly dynamic process. However, this dynamic and reflective 
process is also opening up for a wider use and understanding of design 
in the organization (Jevnaker, 2005).  
Thus in 2005 efforts to merge design and management are clear, but it is 
also evident that the level of discussions varies from the designer to 
broader views on design. 
The year 2006 is placed close to the ‘art’ theme in the Leximancer 
decade map. However, a thorough examination of the papers for the 
year 2006 made me wonder why Leximancer had placed the folder for 
2006 so close to the ‘art’ theme, because the dominance of ‘art’ was not 
that apparent compared to the previous years.  
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Figure 14: Selected part of the Leximancer map for Design Issues for 2006 
 
Source: Own work 
 
In the individual Leximancer map for the year 2006 the ‘art’ concept did 
not appear frequently either, only with a 10% frequency. The reason for 
the placement, though, is to be found in the concepts related to ‘art’, i.e. 
‘graphic’, ‘communication’14 and ‘history’, (see Figure 14) meaning that 
when ‘art’ is mentioned it is partly in relation to graphic design and 
history (and not in relation to business, which is the focus of this thesis). 
The location of the folder so close to ‘art’ is partly due to a more general 
use of art in definitions of design. Stegall (2006) proposes the 
following:  
“In its broadest definition, design is the art of shaping society through 
new products, organizational structures, processes, services, and 
methods of communication and interaction” (Stegall, 2006, p. 59). 
Stegall (2006) stresses that design has a responsible position in our 
society and consequently the purpose of design is to promote a 
sustainable society. In order to fulfil the purpose of design people 
                                      
14 The concept ‘communication’ has a high frequency compared to art, but is not 
placed close to’ art’ in the map like graphic and history due to other reasons not 
explained here. 
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working with design (such as designers) must have competencies within 
many disciplines in order to create the sustainable solutions needed 
(Stegall, 2006). Thus people with design competencies are often experts 
in a broad range of disciplines and fields. I believe that breadth of 
knowledge is a key point to have in mind when working with design 
because people from narrower fields may view the person working with 
design15 as a novice when only comparing their knowledge to a 
particular field.  
Conversely, people within the design field also have to make sure that 
they have the broad knowledge, since their specialty, i.e. design, touches 
many disciplines and therefore they have to be particularly accurate 
when communicating to people specialized within one discipline. Thus, 
do not pretend to be a specialist in business if you are not, but 
accentuate the barriers for business that only design-oriented people can 
see due to their broad interdisciplinary focus – barriers that have 
become invisible due to the focus of the specialist.  
Dorst (2006) proposes that when looking more narrowly at design 
disciplines there are many discourses that have to be linked in order to 
create a design solution. The design problem is hence to be specified as:  
“ ‘A design problem’ is taken as a paradox, made up out of the clash of 
conflicting discourses” (Dorst, 2006, p. 16). 
But what does that mean ‘specifying a design problem as a paradox’? 
And from a business perspective, does it make more sense to make this 
specification of design? The notion of viewing tensions or problems as 
paradoxes is widely used within business in particular within strategy 
theory. Therefore when speaking to the strategist, it may not be such a 
meaningful shift to talk about design as a paradox rather than a problem. 
                                      
15 I deliberately do not call this person the designer, because today there are many 
non-designers who work with design and have design competencies. 
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It does not make the strategist any wiser on what design is compared to 
strategy. Again, a more nuanced picture of design is needed.  
All in all, in the first half of the decade papers in Design Issues are 
influenced by art, but more importantly Design Issues also accepts the 
need for other fields to understand design, and it therefore explores 
designers and design in a way that is the first building stone to 
understanding the Design Compass from a business perspective. 
 
4.4.1.2 The impact of “use”  
In the year 2004 the folder in the Leximancer decade map (Figure 11) is 
located close to the ‘culture’ and the ‘use’ theme. The reason for the 
location is a strong focus on the concepts ‘designers’ and ‘social’ 
dimension of design (the third most frequent concept in 2004). It is also 
a year celebrating the 20th anniversary of Design Issues which is why 
many articles are looking to the past rather than to the future. A 
historically focused paper by Nigan Bayazit (2004) investigating 40 
years of design research with a focus on design methodologies from a 
Turkish perspective has an interesting starting point with several 
characteristics of the concept of design research:  
 “Design research tries to answer the obligations of design to the 
humanities: 
A) Design research is concerned with the physical embodiment of man-
made things, how these things perform their jobs, and how they work. 
B) Design research is concerned with construction as a human 
activity, how designers work, how they think, and how they carry out 
design activity. 
C) Design research is concerned with what is achieved at the end of a 
purposeful design activity, how an artificial thing appears, and what it 
means. 
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D) Design research is concerned with the embodiment of 
configurations. 
E) Design research is a systematic search and acquisition of knowledge 
related to design and design activity.” (Bayazit, 2004, p. 16) 
Bayazit (2004) is positioning her discussions closely to the perspective 
of Simon when viewing design research as “the science of the artificial.” 
She also stresses that despite her study of the development within design 
research, and particularly design methodology, other perspectives such 
as economics, management and semantics are needed – a gap partly 
fulfilled by the review in this thesis. Despite the historic focus of the 
volume of the year 2004, Oosthuizen’s paper (2004) discusses the 
business perspective pointing to a lack of demand from marketing 
people to involve designers in a more sensitive approach and 
communication to consumers. The result is, he claims, that companies 
lose the great opportunities that designers can create and thus 
“undersell” their products (Oosthuizen, 2004). 
Despite some focus on the marketing perspective as presented in the 
latter paper it still seems unclear why the folder of 2004 is placed so 
closely to the ‘use’ theme in the decade map in Figure 11. The ‘use’ 
theme is represented by Fisher (2004) who discusses the use of plastic 
and the consumer’s relationship to the material. Thus, the way of 
understanding the ‘use’ theme in 2004 is very much linked to the use of 
a product or a material. 
In the year 2007 the folder in the decade map (Figure 11) is located 
close to the ‘design’ theme. Again, by searching within the individual 
Leximancer map for an explanation of the location of the papers in the 
decade map I find that ‘research’, ‘social’ and ‘designers’ are the most 
frequent concepts after ‘design’. Relevant contributions are centred on 
understanding design but with an acknowledgement that we do not need 
to understand everything:  
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“It is important to appreciate that not all design ‘knowledge’ is 
contained in design literature” (Ingram, Shove, & Watson, 2007, p. 4). 
Despite this quotation by Ingram et al. (2007) they elaborate on the 
understanding of knowledge related to the design-consumption cycle. 
They propose a new more iterative way of viewing designing and 
consumption, as illustrated in the Figure 16. 
 
Figure 15: Models of the design process  
 
 
Source: Ingram, Shove & Watson, 2007, p. 3 
Thus, rather than viewing design and consumption in a linear fashion (as 
illustrated in the two models in Figure 15) they urge companies to 
change the way they view the term ‘product’ and transform it into a verb 
instead of a noun. The product is for example no longer the cell phone 
but cell phoning, which supports the notion of the continual relationship 
between actors and objects.  
Figure 16: The cyclical model of designing and consuming 
 
Source: Ingram, Shove & Watson, 2007, p. 3 
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Therefore, Figure 16 is centred on the dynamic of the product in this 
new perspective and the relationship of features and value creation for 
and with consumers enabled by design. 
Another key concept for 2007 was the ‘designer’ and in particular the 
changing role of the designer. Margolin (2007) stresses that the role of 
the designer in general has changed from being relatively easy to define 
– with a focus on visual form and mechanical function. Today defining 
the role of the designer is much more complex: 
 “Now faced with the growing complexity of the product milieu 
designers have to think more profoundly about the future and their role 
of making the present” (Margolin, 2007, p. 14). 
Therefore designers need to have systems that can warn them about 
emerging social trends in order to be able to predict the future; however, 
the design literature says little about such systems, even though 
designers, as creators and responsible partners of different kinds of 
products, systems and environments, play a key role in society.  
“Companies would have nothing to manufacture without designers, nor 
would they have services to offer” (Margolin, 2007, p. 4).  
There is no doubt that designers play an important role in society, but 
many companies have no designers employed in their organizations and 
still they are manufacturing products. Therefore, when discussing design 
in a company context it may be appropriate to talk about the ‘person 
responsible for design’ rather than the ‘designer’, since it may very well 
be a marketing person, an innovator or an entrepreneur who is 
responsible for design in the company. 
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Figure 17: Selected part of the Leximancer map for Design Issues for 
2007 
0 
Source: Own work 
Last, but not least, what also appears in the map for the year 2007, is the 
concept ‘business value’ (see Figure 17– the red line). Here it is 
essential to mention Kallish (2007), who focuses on how internal 
designers can create deeper value within an organization. One of the 
greatest advantages of having an internal design team is that it knows 
the corporate culture of the company. However, it is crucial that the 
designers within the organization are also willing to participate in the 
strategic issues of the company:  
 “Designers usually have not been interested in addressing these new 
spectrums, because of their focus on product development and former 
lack of being included in the front-end specification setting.” (Kallish, 
2007, p. 27) 
Not only designers but also managers have to change their perception 
(Kallish, 2007) that design is more than “posters and toasters” 
(Neumeier, 2009). Management confusion about the role of the 
designers in the organization and a natural scepticism about the design 
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vs. management relationship can create problems for the collaboration 
between design and management. Therefore, Kallish (2007) proposes 
that in order to bring down the barrier for internal design groups it is 
necessary to develop leveraging offerings using the designers’ analytical 
and creative skills to persuade management to include designers on the 
strategic level of the company.  
All in all in the year 2007 a more strategic and organizational view of 
design is filling the papers on design. Although a clear articulation of 
what design is has not been formulated the themes of the papers 
illustrate that design has changed to reflect a much more interaction- 
and future-oriented perspective.    
In the year 2008, the focus on management accelerates even further than 
in the previous years. Thus, when analysing the Leximancer map from a 
business perspective a ‘management’ concept and a ‘thinking’ concept 
are in focus (see Figure 18). 
Figure 18: Selected part of the Leximancer map for Design Issues for 2008 
 
Source: Own work 
The year 2008 is definitely embracing the need for articulation of design 
in an organizational and management context. Junginger (2008) 
122 
 
discusses how product development and organizational change are 
related. Thus, design is not only a way of solving problems and being 
reflective, but it is also related to organizational change:  
“Because designers participate actively in ‘making’ the change happen, 
they do not merely prescribe what needs to be done to reach a desired 
outcome” (Junginger, 2008, p. 31). 
Thus, for Junginger (2008) product development and change within the 
organization are closely linked and the designer plays a central role for 
the design integration in the organization. 
The most frequent concept after design in the map for 2008 is 
‘interaction’. Boland et al. (2008) analysed the teachings of Frank Gehry 
who claims that organizational designs are never finished but rather 
should be seen as “processes in the making” (Boland et al., 2008). Like 
Kallish (2007) Boland et al. stress the importance of viewing design 
more like a verb than a noun and therefore they approve of managers 
who are particularly active about design e.g. entrepreneurs, who Boland 
et al. (2008) view as  
“…wonderful examples of the designing manager” (Boland et al., 2008, 
p. 11).  
There is no doubt that design management and entrepreneurship have a 
lot of similarities, but we still need a more nuanced picture of where 
these similarities or differences for that matter exist. 
In 2008 the term ‘design thinking’ becomes more vivid with a focus on 
strategic thinking discussed in relation to design. However, there seems 
to be a lack of explanation of what is meant by strategy and strategic 
thinking within the design field. The reason may be that researchers 
have created a shared understanding of strategic thinking among 
themselves after two key conferences in 2002 ( titled ‘Managing as 
Designing’) and in 2004 (titled ‘Organization Design), and therefore do 
not feel that there is a need to explain strategy thoroughly. Buchanan 
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(2008) clearly states that the first issue of Design Issues in the year 2008 
actually builds on the knowledge from the two conferences.  
Jenkins (2008) has studied strategic thinking in relation to design and 
starts her paper:  
“One of the issues frequently raised by CEOs of large organizations is 
how to lift the level of strategic thinking among senior managers.” 
(Jenkins, 2008, p. 68) 
Jenkins (2008) does not provide the source of her data, though. Neither 
does Jenkins explain what she means by “lift the level of strategic 
thinking.” The reason for the lack of explanation may again be the 
shared meaning from the two conferences and the fact that Design 
Issues is mainly directed towards design researchers (Johansson-
Sköldberg, Woodilla, & Çetinkaya, 2013). However, the editors and 
contributors to Design Issues have decided to reach out to what in 2001 
they called “the new demanders.” It is thus expected that they specify 
the terminologies in the same way as design researchers when they talk 
about design.  
Strategy is every bit as varied and complex as design, and settling on 
one definition is more misleading than helpful. It is not a definition that 
is needed here, but rather there seems to be a ‘meeting point’ between 
design and business called strategy, and there are also different ways of 
understanding and using the term strategy. Therefore, it is interesting to 
analyse further how design and strategy actually relate to each other 
from a business point of view, which is exactly what this thesis will do 
in the empirical section.  
Breslin & Buchanan (2008) stress that one of the things the design field 
needs is case studies. One attempt of a case study is published in Design 
Issues in 2008 and describes the integration of design into the Australian 
taxation system. The  details of the case study and design research will 
be left out here, but some of the barriers that Body (2008) found during 
124 
 
the study are relevant in this context. The first barrier was the problem 
of what design is – quite similar to the point the experts were making in 
the introduction of this thesis. The second barrier was the problem of 
being able to change from the general to the specific level of design:  
“…we have tended to oscillate between being very general about what 
we mean by design to very specific. At first, we had a very general 
vision about what design could mean for the tax system. Then we 
became more specific with Dr. Preston leading the development of a 
detailed blueprint for the Integrated Tax Design capability” (Body, 
2008, p. 59). 
The barrier of linking the general to the specific is also a key issue for 
the design management students in our Master’s program at the Kolding 
School of Design. For example, it is difficult for them to actually 
materialize, not only at the back end of a process but throughout the 
entire process, in order to get the specifics or details of an output, e.g. of 
a concept or a product in place. Thus the reflections in the making 
appear along the process making the ultimate refinement much more 
delicate and precise. However, we need much more knowledge about 
the link between general and specific and how organizations handle this 
barrier. 
In the year 2009 the location of the papers in the Leximancer map is 
close to the theme ‘cultural’ and the concept ‘cultural’, which is the 
third most frequent concept only surpassed by the concept ‘designer’, 
which is second. The dominance of ‘cultural’ is not surprising since an 
entire issue of Design Issues was dedicated to Hong Kong. I will refrain 
from describing the specifics of Hong Kong and instead look at the 
second most dominant concept, ‘designer’. One way the term ‘designer’ 
is analysed in 2009 is by comparing designers from different disciplines. 
Blackwell et al. (2009) aim at finding similar behaviours of designers 
across disciplines, because they acknowledged that products today need 
inputs from more than one design discipline. They found that good 
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design was primarily evaluated by peer designers, not necessarily by 
consumers (Blackwell et al., 2009). From a business perspective this is a 
challenging perspective, because many CEOs and managers are focused 
on leveraging the evaluation of the consumers or users and not the 
designers, hopefully resulting in growth for the organization.   
Another relevant concept that occurs in the year 2009 is ‘knowledge’. 
Thus design is now also being viewed in relation to knowledge creation 
(Heylighen, Humberto, & Bianchin, 2009). Heylighen et al. conclude, 
slightly provocatively maybe, that design is not research:  
“…design as such is not a form of research, but may incorporate 
concepts that need elucidation through research – precisely because 
their source is not so much design practice, but a much more complex 
network of reflective thinking or implicit cultural learning. These 
concepts are part of the tacit knowledge designers use as a kind of 
cultural know-how, or even make explicit in a kind of know-how.” 
(Heylighen et al., 2009, p. 103) 
Hence, Heylighen et al. (2009) also conclude that designers have a 
cultural know-how, and that explains why the cultural aspect of design 
in the Leximancer map is so dominant. It also explains why designers 
do not view design as being risky, because they have such a 
sophisticated understanding of the cultural aspect. Thus in the year 2009 
the researchers are highly focused on the designer trying to interpret the 
“black box” of design. 
The year 2010 is located close to the year 2008 in the decade map; yet, 
surprisingly, it is not the same themes that are in focus. The most 
frequent concept after ‘design’ for the year 2010 is ‘use’, but when 
analysing the papers that Leximancer links to ‘use’ it is often applied as 
a stop word – examples of other stop words are ‘is’ or ‘to’ that have no 
meaning by themselves. Therefore, the frequency of ‘use’ as a meaning 
word is considered to be listed lower than indicated in the Leximancer 
map. Despite a lower frequency, it is relevant to analyse the papers that 
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apply ‘use’ as a meaning word. The user in relation to the role of the 
designer is included in Design Issues for the volume of 2010 and 
contains a discussion of user-centred design (UCD) also called human-
centred design (HCD). 
“Although there is no singular agreement on just what constitutes UCD 
and many different names for and “flavors” of UCD have emerged – 
human-centered design, participatory design, activity-centered design, 
and contextual design, just to name a few – nearly every version relies 
on an early and continual interaction with people who will actually use 
the product.” (Friess, 2010, p. 40)   
In human-centred design the interaction aspect is a key part, which is in 
line with the new trends previously identified in Design Issues. For the 
design field the user dimension is, however, not about handing all the 
power to the user, Friess (2010) argues, but rather that designers should 
be placed in the centre of the design process. In a rhetorical agency16 
perspective Friess (2010) stresses that  
“For designers, rhetorical agency resides in their ability to select from 
the full range of the available means of persuasion, the particular 
combination of means that would most likely satisfy and persuade the 
intended audience.”  (Friess, 2010, p. 45) 
Thus, it is not always sufficient to consider the users, Friess explains, 
because the pendulum has swung too far towards the user, in his view. 
He identifies designers who turned against the wishes of the users when 
the data showed information that pointed against the users’ design 
decisions (Friess, 2010). Other design management experts (Byrge & 
Sverdrup-Jensen) are also cautious with regard to listening to users.   
                                      
16 Friess uses Campbell’s (2005) definition of a rhetorical agency: “…the capacity 
to act [..] to have the competencies to speak or write in a way that will be 
recognized or heeded by others…” (K. K. Campbell, 2005, p. 3) 
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Therefore, there seems to be a continuum for the user vs. design 
relationship – a continuum where the pendulum has swung from design 
and technology (designer concerns) to consumer concerns. Friess (2010) 
argues that the time has come to find the middle ground (Friess, 2010). 
But does this balance between designer and user change with regard to 
the level of design integration in an organization? It is relevant to 
analyse the relationship closer in order to determine whether a 
predominant user focus could be a barrier for the design integration. 
This thesis will not analyse how the vision of the user is promoted in 
design research, although Almquist & Lupton (2010) have advocated for 
such research, but the user dimension is a key part of all the Leximancer 
maps and is therefore an important element of design to be aware of in 
relation to design management. 
Branding is another business theme that is discussed in 2010, the focus 
being the barriers of brand styling, where being true to the Brand DNA 
is vital in order to strengthen the brand identity (Person & Snelders, 
2010). Thus, the barrier is to keep the balance between stability and 
change within the style (Person & Snelders, 2010). However, this is at 
very difficult balance to master. Even one of the best companies 
sometimes overlooks the imbalance and what is actually the design 
DNA. For instance when the car company Porsche launched its model 
996 in 1998 the customers reacted negatively to the new design of the 
lights, and in the following model 997 Porsche reverted back to the 
original shape of the lights. When a company has such a strong design 
DNA as is the case with Porsche, styling can no longer be a concern for 
the designer alone, but the managers and the CEO have to be involved 
as well.  
Some managers may believe that design as styling is one of the easiest 
aspects of design to comprehend, but it may not be so simple when 
styling moves to the strategic level of the company. My analysis of the 
papers on styling revealed that many of the nuances of styling had not 
been represented in the management literature. Styling was primarily 
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identified as differentiation, which it certainly is, but the deeper 
meaning and complexity of styling were often left out. Thus, we need to 
know more about the nexus of styling from a corporate perspective in 
order for managers to understand the nuances of styling and for 
managers and CEOs to take part in the discussion of styling.  
Another study of design was conducted in Mexico with particular 
attention to small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and their 
approaches to design management, which included three steps: sourcing 
of the designer, briefing of the designer, and evaluation of the design 
process (Iduarte & Zarza, 2010). Despite this limited perspective of 
design management, Iduarte & Zarza (2010) concluded that SMEs differ 
in the levels of awareness and in their competencies to manage design 
effectively. In addition, they found that the company size affected the 
awareness of design management, leaving the SMEs with the most 
difficulties regarding design management. It is therefore relevant to help 
SMEs become not only aware of design and design management but 
also help them to understand how to move from the awareness stage to 
the action stage of design management. 
Kolko (2010) focuses on the problem that designers often find it 
difficult to articulate the value of their design:  
“...there is no visible connection between the input and the output; 
often, even the designers themselves are unable to articulate exactly 
why their design insights are valuable. Clients are left to trust the 
designer, and more often than not, the clients simply reject the insight as 
being “blue sky” or “simply too risky” (Kolko, 2010, p. 15). 
Thus, when the designers are unable to clarify the connection between 
the research data and the output to their client, the client evaluates the 
design proposal to be risky – and in the worst case too risky. Several of 
the design management experts interviewed also see the design risk as a 
barrier for design integration as stated in the introduction. 
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Jon Kolko (2010) presents three methods, particularly aimed at 
practitioners, to explain what actually happens when the designer steps 
from research data to output. The methods are reframing, concept 
mapping, and insight combination based on abduction and, as he says: 
“… this process is less about finding the “right” relationships and more 
about finding the “good” relationships. All of the content is related in 
some way, but the important connections are frequently those that are 
multifaceted, complex, and rooted in culture (Kolko, 2010, p. 19). 
It is essential to note that the cultural aspect becomes an important 
factor for the designer that needs to find relationships in data.   
2010 is, largely, a year focusing on the demands from other disciplines 
embracing branding, user and design management perspectives, but also 
innovation and sustainability are discussed. With regard to innovation, 
Cruickshank (2010) concludes that there is limited research dialogue 
between design and innovation despite the fact that there are substantial 
overlaps. Verganti (2009) is one of the researchers who have 
contributed to the dialogue between design and innovation, but in 
Design Issues there is a lack of research trying to relate the two areas. 
Thus, the dialogue between design and innovation is in the emergent 
stage (Cruickshank, 2010). However, it is important to understand how 
the two areas are connected in order to be able to explain the 
differences, but also the similarities, between design and innovation to 
managers and CEOs.  
 
To sum up, the last part of the decade of Design Issues have had a focus 
on the relationship between design and user, but the key dominance is 
the focus on the many nuances of design when being viewed from 
different perspectives including management. It is now possible to 
further gather these observations into a coherent framework illustrating 
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the nuances of design in a business context, which will be included in 
the discussion part of the review. 
 
4.5 The design literature review and the Design Compass 
The articles published in Design Issues during the latter part of the last 
decade had a focus on the relationship between design and user, but the 
key dominance is the focus on the many nuances (art, culture, process, 
methods) of design when being viewed from different perspectives 
including the business perspective (see Figure 19). I now resume these 
dominant themes from the review in the Compass. 
 
Figure 19: The Design Compass – the green colours illustrate the new 
directions of the Design Compass after the review of Design Issues. 
 
Source: Own work 
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In the centre of the Compass is “form,” related to the quote by Simon 
“to give form to ideas.” The reason for placing form in the middle of the 
Compass is that in the Leximancer map form is actually placed in the 
centre of the map. This means that the concept “form” is what binds the 
themes together. Although many designers are distancing themselves 
from “form” it is still a key concept within design research, otherwise it 
would not be in the middle of the Leximancer map. The use of 
Leximancer did, however, at some points go against the findings of the 
manual review I conducted in order to fully understand design. This was 
particularly relevant for the concept of “form.” In the Leximancer maps 
“form” was situated in the middle of the map, as stated earlier, but the 
concepts “product” and “systems” were located far from the concept 
“form.” Thus “form” in the Leximancer map did not have the same 
meaning as I found to be core definitions of design in Heskett and 
Simon’s interpretation. The explanation was to be found in the 
differences of the maps in Leximancer and in the Design Compass. In 
the Design Compass the centre of the model should be seen as, what 
Arbnor and Bjerke (1997) call, ‘the objectified reality’. 
This ‘objectified reality’ does not only consist of one word but contains 
provinces of meaning. Therefore it would be more relevant to place a 
common definition in the centre of the compass, but as we have seen 
there is little agreement as to which definition to choose. I therefore 
decided to leave the word “form” but extend the meaning of the word to 
also include a product, a system or a service. 
It is important to have in mind that the Design Compass is a simple 
version of complex directions that can possibly be taken when 
considering design. Thus, it is possible to make further smaller 
compasses within each of the points in the compass as illustrated below 
in Figure 20.  
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Figure 20: The Design Compass containing many smaller compasses 
 
Source: Own work 
For example, if we look at design culture, this is a whole separate 
research field opening up for new directions in what could be called a 
‘Design Culture Compass‘. By making a Design Compass rather than 
one definition of design I stress that there are many takes on design and 
that they are all important elements of design.   
Art, culture, use, making sense, problem solving and reflection in action 
have already been explained above. Design disciplines, such graphic 
design and industrial design, are included because there are key 
differences between the disciplines. Other mappings of design such as 
the design tree have had a focus on the disciplines, which is why I 
allocate a compass point for this way of viewing design.  
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4.6 Refining the first sub research question 
The literature review of Design Issues leads to a modification of the first 
sub research question ‘what is design from an organizational 
perspective?’ The modified sub question is:  
‘In what direction(s) are companies turning the compass needle of 
the Design Compass when integrating design into SMEs?’   
However, only knowing the direction of the compass needle is not 
sufficient to fully understand design integration. 
Who should be in charge of the design integration in the organization? 
Should the directions be the same for companies that are only beginning 
to understand design as for companies who already have a substantial 
integration of design within the organization? These questions resulted 
in an analysis of the Innovation Programme of DDC and an analysis of 
one case company which is discussed in chapters 5 and 6.  
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CHAPTER 5: DEVELOPING THE FRAME OF 
REFERENCE 
In the previous chapter I developed the Design Compass that illustrates 
that design has various directions. The effort to develop the Design 
Compass derived from my attempts to provide an further answer to the 
first sub question ‘What is design in an organizational context?’. 
However, so far I have primarily focused on the first sub question. I 
now focus more deeply on the second sub question ‘What are the 
barriers and drivers for design integration in organizations?’. 
However, the Design Compass does not in itself provide a 
comprehensive answer to this question.  Neither does it help us fully 
answer the overall research question: ‘Why do companies have 
difficulties understanding and integrating design?’  
It could be said, that I am looking for a broader frame of reference for 
understanding this. It could also be said, that I am looking for an 
explanation of something that – we with some degree of reasonableness 
could expect to occur – has not occurred: Why is it that companies, in 
spite of the indicated profitability of design integration, still do not 
integrate design? 
In a sense, what I am looking for, resembles what Elster  has labelled 
‘the explanation of non-events’. Thus, in this chapter I will first turn to 
Elster for an elaboration on his notion of non-events and the 
mechanisms behind them (section 5.1). This will provide a set of 
concepts and frames that facilitates the understanding of the findings in 
the exploratory study I report on afterwards. In section 5.2 I will outline 
how the exploratory study was conducted. In section 5.3 I will report the 
findings and interpret these by different means of theory. Finally in 
section 5.4 the interpretation is made by means of non-events and 
mechanisms. 
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5.1. Understanding non-events and mechanisms 
The overall ‘Why do companies have difficulties understanding and 
integrating design?’ can be reframed as an attempt to explain the non-
progression in companies’ understanding and integration of design. 
Both concepts – “understanding” and “integration” – have been 
elaborated on by Elster in his attempts to explain a non-event (Elster, 
2007). In order to understand a non-event, Elster (2007) argues that you 
can look at the difference between those who benefit from the event and 
those who do not benefit from the event. According to Elster (2007) 
there is always a risk of finding rather trivial explanations, in my 
research here it could be that companies were “just not aware of the 
benefits” of design. Although information on the prevalence of ‘non-
wareneses’ among companies would be important information, I would 
like to go deeper in the understanding of the problem, i.e. why is it 
companies, despite of the awareness of the benefits, do not integrate 
design? 
Elster (2007) argues that if we explain why some individuals benefit 
from a particular event (in this case understanding and integrating 
design) we are partly explaining why some individuals have not taken 
action. Thus, the explanation of the non-event will emerge as a by-
product after we have explained the behaviour, i.e. the non-action. Thus, 
for this research it is relevant to analyse both the companies that ‘do 
understand and do integrate design’ and the companies that do not. This 
also relates to the subsequent selection of the case companies to be 
included in the research.  
In Chapter 3 we analysed the understanding of design, but we still need 
to have a much more in-depth knowledge about the integration of 
design, and in particular the barriers and drivers for design integration 
(the second sub question). Elster proposes that by looking at what he 
calls ‘mechanism’ you can explain behaviour. Mechanisms are:  
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“…frequently occurring and easily recognizable causal patterns that 
are triggered under generally unknown conditions or with indeterminate 
consequences” (Elster, 2007, l. 1771)  
By applying mechanisms, he says, it is possible to explain – but not to 
predict – behaviour.  
The work of Elster has a strong focus on causal patterns and the critical 
reader may argue that this may collide with the level of ambition for this 
thesis, which is the ambition of understanding. Applying Elster’s 
writings to non-events and mechanisms could also clash with the 
hermeneutical view of this thesis, since the level of ambition is not to 
detect causal patterns as such. However, the causal patterns that I 
elaborate on here, I will treat as a social construction – in order to 
expand my understanding of design integration and the overall research 
question: ‘Why do companies have difficulties understanding and 
integrating design?’  
However, before analyzing the non-event, events and the mechanisms 
behind the design integration in SMEs further and thoroughly, I needed 
to do an explorative study in order to find out what kind of SMEs I 
should recruit for the main study. An explorative study would also 
provide me with an initial understanding of the design integration from 
a practical view. This explorative study is reported on in section 5.2.  
 
5.2. Exploratory study - aim and parts 
In particular I wanted to explore if there are indications that the 
companies have different levels of design integration, and what kind of 
models or tools for understanding are they using in order to construct 
their social meaning of design integration? Thus, I was focusing on the 
drivers for design integration. In addition, what are the barriers if any 
within these models that hinder design integration.  
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I had already interviewed the design managers dealing in a pilot study 
(see Chapter 2). Those interviews suggested that some of the barriers for 
design integration were related to fuzziness of design and that they did 
not know where to start. 
 he aim of the exploratory study reported on in this chapter was to 
explore the second sub question of What are the barriers and drivers for 
design integration in organizations?’  In this study I explore how 
understanding and integration is sought to be nurtured in praxis. With 
the terms presented in Figure 21, I explore the nexus of design and 
management.    
 
Figure 21: Key Cross Fertilization in Design Management Research with 
the change in focus on design research 
 
Source: Own work with inspiration from Erichsen & Christensen, 2013 
 
 
Design Management 
Practice driven knowledge (conceptual) 
Academic driven knowledge (analytical) 
 
  
 
 
 = Core of Cross Fertilization 
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The explorative study comprises observations done at two workshops 
held by Danish Design Centre and Designandelen and follow-up 
interviews with two of the consultants responsible for the workshops.  
 
Figure 22: The parts of the exploratory study  
 
Source: Own work  
The Figure 22 illustrates the parts of the study, which are divided into 
observations and follow-up interviews. In the following a short 
introduction is made to the DDC Design & Innovation Programme.  
 
5.2.1 The setting - The ‘Design- and Innovation Programme’  
The two DDC Design- and Innovation Programmes were each 
organized as a workshop held over two days for companies interested in 
expanding their understanding and integration of design. In each 
programme seven companies participated. The two workshops were 
identical in terms of the overall programme. No company participated in 
more than one of the workshops.  
Follow up 
interviews 
DDC 
Workshop 2 
DDC  
Workshop 1  
Interviews Observation
s 
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Prior to taking part in the workshop the participating companies had all 
had visits from DDC consultants17, and they were all interested in 
knowing more about what design and what innovation could do for their 
companies.  Thus, all companies had exposed an initial motivation for 
expanding their understanding and integration of design.   
In Appendix 2 the program for the two-day workshop is outlined. A 
further explanation of the program is made in the section 5.2.3. 
In the following, the observations from the two DDC workshops are 
described and analyzed jointly. Later, in the discussion part, they are 
supplemented by follow-up interviews with the design management 
consultants. Doing this, my observations are validated by the 
experiences of the design management consultants.  
 
5.2.2 Why an observational study and how 
Doing an observational study was an opportunity to see and experience 
how the SMEs participate in a design integration program. Observations 
are particularly relevant when examining change (Daymon & Holloway, 
2002) which is quite closely linked to the drivers and barriers to design 
integration. Further, observational studies also provide the opportunity 
to distinguish between what people say they do and what they actually 
do. This aspect is e.g. interesting with regard to the silent part of design, 
were people within an organization may use design without being aware 
of it (Gorb & Dumas, 1987). Observational studies are also useful for 
explaining ‘what is going on’ (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012) 
which is highly relevant when the aim of this study is to further explore 
what are the barriers and drivers for design integration. 
                                      
17 I observed the prior meetings for two of the participating companies, but these observations are not part of the 
analysis here because I did only have two observations of two meetings and not from all of the participating 
companies.  
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In order for to make observations at the DDC Innovation Programme, a 
requirement from DDC was that I participated actively. Therefore my 
role within the observational study was ‘participant as observer’ (see 
Figure 23). Revealing the identity of the researcher was however also 
necessary in order to clear the expectations of the participants of the 
workshop, because although I have developed a thorough understanding 
of design management I am not a designer or design consultant and 
therefore they could and should not expect design consultancy from me. 
What they could expect, though, was a researcher observing what was 
going on at the workshop - and who may provide advices from a 
management perspective. 
Figure 23: Typology of participant observation researcher roles with the 
placing from the observations 
 Researcher takes 
part in the activity 
 
 
 
 
 
Researcher’s 
identity revealed 
 
Participant as 
observer 
 
 
 
Complete 
participant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Researcher’s 
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participant 
 
Complete observer 
 
 
 Researcher 
observes activity 
 
 
Source: Gill & Johnson (2002)  
 
It was not practically possible to tape or video record the DDC 
Innovation Programme. Therefore my observations were recorded by 
means of notes taken concurrent with the activities and by means of 
DDC Innovation  
Program 
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written reflections recorded after the conclusion of the activities each 
day.  In appendix 3, you can see examples of these field notes. 
The features concerning the methodology of the observation study are as 
illustrated in Table 6. 
Table 6: Methodological details concerning the observations 
 DDC Innovation Programme 
Aim Exploration of barriers and drivers for design 
integration 
Record of data Notes 
Sampling  Non probability 
Type Observation 
Setting Vejle, Spinderihallerne 
Source: Own work 
The companies participating in the DDC innovation Program were 
selected by the DDC consultants depending on the requests DDC 
received from design motivated companies. Thus, the sampling method 
can be labelled non-probability sampling and what Neergaard describes 
as opportunistically following unexpected leads (Neergaard, 2010). 
The first methodological considerations concerning the first part 
observational study, have now been unfolded I now turn to the different 
parts of my observation. 
 
5.2.3. The different parts of my observations 
Although the scene for the observations was set by the DDC and 
Designandelen in terms of the programme for the workshops, it is still 
relevant to be more specific about this structure in order to be able to 
subsequently reflect on each stage of the observation. 
At each of the two two-day workshops there can be said to be three 
“stages” of my observations: 
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1. Introduction of me to participating companies 
2. Activities and initiatives towards design integration –  and a 
recapitulation 
3. My discussions with the participating companies in the breaks – 
and with the organising consultants after the workshops.  
Figure 24: The parts of my observations 
 
Source: Own work 
Each of these three stages will be presented in the following.  
Stage 1 - Introduction: The DDC Innovation Programme started with 
breakfast for all the participants during which there was an opportunity 
for me to have an informal talk with the participants prior to the start of 
the main event. A short welcome kicked off the programme including an 
introduction of the DDC consultants and of the role I as a researcher 
would play during the day. In my own introduction of myself I stressed 
that although I would participate I would also make observations with 
my research perspective in mind. These few minutes of introducing the 
research project and my role in the day’s proceedings were important 
because this was where trust was established and an understanding of 
the setting was laid down. The overall research question (“Why do 
SMEs have difficulties understanding and integrating design”) was 
revealed to the participating companies but the specific sub question 
(“What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in SMEs”)  
was not. The reason for this was partly that I was given only two 
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and recapitulation 
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minutes to introduce myself and my research, but at the same time I 
wanted to assure the participants that I would be as open-minded as 
possible during the day and not influence the informal conversations 
with the participants in any particular direction. Seven companies 
participated in each of the two programmes, which presented a 
challenge to my data collection because I could only be in one place at a 
time. The plan I had agreed upon with the design consultant was 
therefore that I should circulate among the companies.  
 
Stage 2 – Design integration initiatives and recapitulation: After the 
introduction, the focus of the rest of the first and the second day were to 
broaden the participants’ mindset from thinking solely of the product to 
focusing to a larger degree on a system or a concept. In particular, I 
wanted to focus my attention in this part of the observation on what kind 
of models and methods were used to change the focus from the product 
to the concept.  
The final activity at the workshop was a so-called “design dating.” Here 
selected designers from the company “Designandelen” in Vejle had 30-
minute conversations with the companies explaining how the companies 
could approach the design integration challenges they were facing. The 
designers were carefully selected by the DDC consultants. It was not 
just any designer that met with the participants, but rather designers who 
were deemed most relevant for the challenges of the particular 
company. I was especially interested in observing the communication 
between the companies and the designers in order to see if there were, 
first of all, any communication barriers that might prevent the 
companies from changing their view of design integration, but also, 
secondly, if there were any drivers that could facilitate the design 
integration and understanding.  
At the end of the second day there was a short recapitulation which 
summed up the conclusions of the two days. Here I specifically focused 
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on observing the reactions to the workshop. Did the two-day workshop 
live up to its expectations and what kind of reactions did the participants 
express to the consultants and to me before heading home? 
Stage 3 – Discussions: During the workshops the breaks became 
central, because this was the time when I had the opportunity to ask 
questions to the participants. This was also the place where the trust 
among the participants was further strengthened creating an openness 
where the participants could express their thoughts and reactions to the 
workshop. The aim of exploiting the breaks in this way was to gain 
further knowledge of barriers and drivers of design integration 
expressed in e.g. either their enthusiasm for or frustration with the 
initiatives of the workshop.  
The data from the talk in the breaks were supplemented with interviews 
with two of the design management consultants. Theses interviews were 
conducted a few days after the second workshop. During the last 
workshop one of the consultants had stayed with the same company as I 
did, whereas the other consultant had a broad understanding because she 
advised several companies during the workshop. Thus, the first 
consultant could provide me with observations and reflections that I 
could use for comparing and contrasting my own observations. The 
other consultant could provide me with observations of activities that I 
had not observed myself. These interviews helped me understand what 
had happened during the discussions with the other companies.  
These observations were, however, made by the design management 
consultants, and the fact that they were both consultants and observers at 
the same time could have influenced the outcome. In my interviews with 
the design management consultants I first focused on the consultants’ 
preceptions of whether or not the companies had went through any 
development/change of mindset during the workshop. After this I 
presented them with some of my own observations. In particular I was 
interested in discussing with them situations where there had been signs 
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of confusion and/or ambiguity in the interactions between the company 
participants and the designers at the workshops.  
 
5.2.4 Reflections on the role as participant observer 
During the workshop it was difficult to take notes, being a participant 
and an observer at the same time. From a researcher perspective it was 
particularly problematic to record the consultants’ extensive use of 
visual work which facilitates much non-verbal communication. This 
hindered the recording og detailed notes and quotes. Therefore the notes 
are based primarily on reflections made after the workshops, although 
the level of detail is lower. Therefore it was relevant that I had the 
interviews with the design management consultant after the workshops 
to strengthen the data. 
As previously mentioned, the agreed plan was that I should observe as 
many companies as possible during the workshops. This was also what I 
did in the first workshop. However, at the very beginning of the second 
workshop, I recognized that if I were to really understand design 
integration it was not possible to understand just by observing 30 
minutes at the table of each participating company. Therefore I decided 
(at the beginning of the second workshop) to stay by and observe the 
same company for the whole workshop. The company, whose table I 
stayed by, had from the very beginning of the workshop shown signals 
of frustration and hesitation towards design. By doing so it helped me to 
get a deeper understanding of design integration that could not have 
been developed if I had change to other companies during the workshop. 
Actually this company also ended up being part of the further empirical 
studies (see Chapter 6). 
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5.3 Data analysis 
The observational study and the interviews provided a new 
understanding of the barriers and drivers for design integration. In the 
following the data analysis will illustrate the essence of the 
understanding. The data analysis is based on two dialogs18 as explained 
in the previous section.  
 
5.3.1 Dialog 1 – data analysis of the observation study 
The observational study focused on barriers and drivers for design 
integration, but in order to fully understand those, it was helpful to 
comprehend the design integration initiatives, i.e. what kind of models 
or methods were used. Hence I will focus on the design integration 
initiatives including a focus on barriers and drivers. 
 
5.3.1.1 Design integration initiatives 
During the workshop the participants were exposed to several models 
and methods. The very first model they were introduced to was the 
Design Ladder, and therefore a short introduction of this model is 
appropriate. 
 
The Design Ladder 
The Design Ladder (see Figure 25) was devised by a group of designers 
from the Danish Design Centre in 2001. The model is best known for its 
ability to measure the design activity in a company (Ramlau & 
Melander, 2004). The Danish Business Authority e.g. has used the 
Design Ladder in surveys for measuring the use of design in companies. 
                                      
18 A dialog is here viewed as “the basis of dialectics” ((Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997, p. 169)) Thus I use two dialogs with 
inspiration from  Helbjerg’s (Heldbjerg, 2003)construction 2, in relation to the actors approach,.  
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Their reports in 2003, 2007 and 2011 all had the Design Ladder in focus 
when comparing the use of design with performance measures. 
Below you can see the version of the Design Ladder used at the DDC 
workshop. 
Figure 25: The Design Ladder presented at the workshop 
 
Source: Danish Design Centre  
The version of the Design Ladder applied at the workshop is using the 
same terminologies as the version from the EBST reports in 2003 in 
combination with the 2007 report. However, the design management 
consultant from DDC, Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard, had modified the 
model a little by adding the two axes illustrating that ‘design thinking’ 
does not take place until after Step 3. The term ‘design thinking’ has 
been extensively used within the past few years with several different 
nuances in meaning. Here I focus on the meaning that the DDC 
workshop gave to the term. From a previous interview with Dorthe 
Feveile Kjerkegaard I knew that for her ‘design thinking’ was very 
much about  
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“… having the right mindset, going in the right commercial direction, 
and lifting this up to the vision of the company.” (Dorthe Feveile 
Kjerkegaard, Interview, 2011).  
In addition, Kjerkegaard stressed that design thinking was about 
thinking  
“…holistically, out of the box, and creating a connection between 
aesthetics, function, quality and forming” (Interview with Kjerkegaard, 
2011).  
She provided several examples of companies that had changed their 
mindset to become more design thinking-oriented. One of them is 
presented in the following:  
The company HS19 used to focus on producing and selling ‘traffic 
lights’. However, it started viewing the company from a more holistic 
perspective, which changed the focus to ‘public space arrangement’. In 
order to go through this change of mindset, the company started to film 
and photograph not only traffic lights but also street scenes. The photos 
were printed and provided with visually drawing lines representing the 
visual noise in the street scenes. The result was a realisation that the 
company had to create something that was extremely aesthetic and 
simple. Yet, according to Kjerkegaard, making simple design was 
actually one of the most difficult things to do. Therefore HS made a 
traffic light, but in addition they formulated what kind of mindset was 
behind the traffic light, which they would communicate when they were 
going to sell the product. Their prospectus announced that the company 
was now selling public space arrangements, thus offering a new 
perspective of their products to the public. In this way they 
communicated to their customers that they were not just having 
competencies within the area of traffic lights but could also make other 
products in the field of public room arrangements. HS was invited to 
                                      
19 The company ‘HS’ is anonymized and therefore not named by the real name. 
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participate in new projects (such as making dustbins), which they would 
otherwise not have been invited to, if they were only selling traffic 
lights (Interview with Kjerkegaard, 2011).   
The example also illustrates how a company can change the focus on the 
vertical axis in the Design Ladder, going from a product focus to a value 
focus.  
I will now explain each of the steps of the Design Ladder – an 
explanation that will focus on a 2003 and a 2004 version of the Design 
Ladder because this is the one fitting the terminology used at the DDC 
workshop.  
In 2003 Step 1 was called ‘non-design’ and was described as follows: 
“Step No. 1: Design is an inconspicuous part of, for instance, product 
development and performed by members of staff, who are not design 
professionals. Design solutions are based on the perception of 
functionality and aesthetics shared by the people involved. The points of 
view of end-users play very little or no part at all“ (EBST, 2003, p. 14). 
Thus, Step 1 does not mean that design is not applied anywhere in the 
company as the heading may indicate, but rather that design apparently 
plays a very minor part in the company.  
Step 2 ‘design as styling’ and Step 3 ‘design as process’ are described as 
follows in 2003:  
“Step No. 2 Design as styling: Design is perceived as a final aesthetic 
finish of a product. In some cases, professional designers may perform 
the task, but generally other professions are involved. 
Step No. 3 Design as process: Design is not a finite part of a process 
but a work method adopted very early in product development. The 
design solution is adapted to the task and focused on the end-user and 
requires a multidisciplinary approach, e.g. involving process 
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technicians, material technologists, marketing and organisational 
people (EBST, 2003, p. 14). 
At Step 2 design is seen as finishing touches to a product, whereas at 
step 3 a change happened, where design is also integrated in the early 
part of the product development.  
Step 4 called ‘design as strategy’ is described as:  
“Design has been adopted as a central aspect of the company’s 
business base, used as a means of encouraging innovation, for 
instance” (Ramlau & Melander, 2004, p. 49). 
It should be noticed that in the version from 2003 Step 4 is called 
‘design as innovation’ and described as:  
“The designer collaborates with the owner/management in adopting an 
innovative approach to all – or substantial parts – of the business 
foundation. The design process combined with the company vision and 
future role in the value chain are important elements” (EBST, 2003, p. 
14.) 
I will get back to the discussion about the change in terminologies in the 
discussion part in section 5.3.3, but first we focus our attention on the 
observational study in order to see how the Design Ladder was 
perceived. 
In the observational study the observed participants20 had difficulties 
understanding the terminologies of the model (especially steps 3 and 4), 
resulting in problems solving the task of placing their company on one 
of the steps. However, with help from the design management 
consultant they could eventually identify where they were situated in the 
model. Thus, the barrier for design integration within this design 
management model seems to be a lack of precise terminology.  
                                      
20 It should be noted that I could only observe one company at each workshop, but both of the companies I observed 
had problems using the Design Ladder.  
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The Design Ladder can, however, also be viewed as a driver because 
there were motivations among the participant to “climb” higher up the 
design ladder. This also created an expectation among the workshop 
participants to gain a deeper understanding about the higher steps on the 
Design Ladder – an expectation that was not completely fulfilled, as 
expressed by one of the participants after the workshop:   
“I still don’t understand how design is different” (participant at 
workshop 2).    
Despite the problems related to the Design Ladder it is a commonly 
used model among design managers. However, the model is not an 
academic model and therefore should not be viewed as such. 
To summarize, embedded in the Design Ladder model itself there 
appear to be some barriers for design integration, that seem to prevent a 
deeper understanding of the model and its terminology. Therefore the 
participants found it difficult to understand in what ways design is 
different. However, on the other hand, the Design Ladder also drives 
design integration by spreading the understanding that design is more 
than just styling or furniture.  
 
5.3.1.2 Tangibility and facilitation  
A strong characteristic of the design initiatives was tangibility and 
facilitation. When observing the design managers and the participants 
communicate, one the more salient practises of the consultants was that 
when the company people generated new ideas, the conultants would 
visualize them, typically by drawing on drawing pads on the table, and 
then contest the ideas up against the overall strategy of the company.  
Thus, with the help from the design management consultants the 
participants were creating an understanding of the connection between 
what the company actually wanted and what its current visual and 
communication material conveyed. However, in order to make this link 
the companies first had to work with their strategy, because only then 
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could the design management consultants facilitate a change in their 
way of approaching and integrating design. Therefore the first day of the 
workshop centred on questions such as ‘What business are we in?’, 
‘What is the journey of our customers?’ and ‘How can we change from 
a product focus to a focus on the concept?’ For those participating 
companies who had not yet worked in depth with their strategic issues, 
this exercise on the strategy was welcomed. This was the case for one of 
the companies I observed at the first workshop. This company came to 
understand that they were not only selling ‘lamps’, but also ‘the feelings 
lamps create’. During the workshop they were making suggestions as to 
what feelings and concepts they should offer in the future. Posters and 
post-it notes were used, which made the process tangible and the 
communication among the participants more efficient. At the second 
workshop, however, the company I observed had already worked with 
the strategy of the company for a long time. Therefore, they found it 
frustrating to have to go through the strategy process again.  
To summarize, there is a barrier for design integration if the previous 
work of the participants on e.g. strategy has not been taken into 
consideration.  
The focus on making the communication tangible through posters and 
post-it notes should, however, be stressed as a driver for design 
integration. 
 
5.3.1.3 Other more general barriers and drivers 
The workshop participants were also introduced to and guided through 
the “DIN model,“ which is a guide to a design-driven innovation model 
developed by DDC (www.ddc.dk). The DIN model is a dynamic model 
encompassing numerous other models and fields, which is also the 
reason why the participants were introduced to customer journey 
mapping, user methods, and innovation processes. The DIN model 
helped the participants to understand where in the innovation process 
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they were at the particular time of the workshop. I have not done further 
research into the DIN model, as it is not represented in the design 
management literature. That does not mean that it is an irrelevant model, 
in particular for the practice of innovation. However, I had to limit the 
number of models in the peripheral area of design management, and I 
considered the model to be more relevant for innovation than for design 
management. (The difference between these two terms has been widely 
discussed – a discussion that I will not pursue.) Because the DIN model 
contains several other models and tasks central to the workshop it was 
relevant to learn how the participants perceived the workshop. 
The company’s Marketing & Development Consultant (hereafter 
referred to as ‘the MDC’ )confided in me during the break saying:  
“I really don’t see how design is different. To some extent it seems like 
an extended SWOT analysis” (MDC, Specifik).  
 In addition the MDC said: 
“I feel that we knew all of this before we came today. We have worked a 
lot with our strategy and we are now further than that and we need to 
take the next step” (MDC, Specifik). 
Thus there was a problem of clearly explaining to the company people 
what design is and why the activities were important for design 
integration. When the MDC was talking to one of the workshop 
consultants about the problem the consultant explained to the MDC:  
“You may realize when speaking to the designers that it will be much 
easier to explain to them what your barriers are.” 
In addition the design management consultant said;  
“To me it sounded as if you [the MDC]and the CEO did not quite have 
the same focus areas to begin with. The CEO had a focus on the public 
sector whereas your  focus was on the private sector, but by making this 
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poster of the whole process, you created a shared understanding of new 
options.”  
The design management consultant was right because when engaging in  
the “design dating” the poster they had created at the workshop acted as 
an illustration for the designers to understand old markets and new 
market potential.  
Another task to overcome was the barrier of not having control. For the 
MDC it was important to understand the model thoroughly and know 
exactly where in the process Specifik’s focus had to be. Another barrier 
was the MDC’s reluctance to be open to new ideas. This was expressed 
by a reserved body language and often saying “but” and referring to a 
lack of resources at Specifik was characteristic. Last, but not least, both 
of the participants had – when they arrived at the workshop – very 
concrete expectations for what they wanted solved after the programme: 
corrections to the webpage and a new look of the brochures. These 
expectations were blocking a new understanding of design and the 
related design activities seemed irrelevant. 
The photos below depict some of the other participants presenting their 
ideas and progression to others (left) and a design management 
consultant helping a company to understand design (right).   
Photos 1 and 2: The Design and Innovation Programme  
 
Source: Designandelen – Designers’ cooperation. 
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Thus, to summarize, when viewed from a general perspective there 
were barriers in the form of an inability to clearly explain what design 
is, and why the activities presented were important. In particular there 
were the barriers that the executives felt a lack of control and that they 
displayed a lack of openness to new ideas. Another barrier to integrating 
design was allegedly a lack of resources. The participants’ pre-
understanding of design was not taken into consideration at the 
workshop and this pre-understanding of design was a barrier for creating 
a new appreciation of design. The driver for design integration was the 
design management consultant helping the participants to understand 
any questions that might rise. 
 
5.3.1.4 Design dating 
At the end of the DDC Design and Innovation Programme the 
participants had 3x30 minutes for what was called ‘design. Here the 
designers were supposed to give their input on how design could benefit 
the company and what the designers would do for the company. The 
designers/design consultants participating in the design dating acitivity 
had not yet participated in the workshop. In the following I will report 
on the design datings that took place at the table of the one company I 
followed through the second workshop. This company, though, had only 
two design dates, because there were too few designers.   
The first designer listened briefly to the barriers of the company and 
then described other companies and cases he had worked with. It was 
clear that the CEO was open to what he said, but the MDC21 was clearly 
provoked by the language chosen by the designer.  
“Now you say that you work with strategic design. What is strategic 
design?” (MDC)  
                                      
21 MDC=Marketing and Development Coordinator in the company  ”Specifik”  
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There clearly was a need to understand how ‘strategic design’ was 
different from what she knew. The response from the designer was:  
“It is formulating a strategy. It is the overall thoughts and competencies 
with regard to your values, to your competitors and your customers. 
Often when you have defined the strategy, then you have to follow up 
with some concrete concepts ending with some products” (designer at 
the DDC Design and Innovation Program). 
The MDC was clearly not satisfied with the answer, and when the 
designer asked,  
“Was that a clear enough explanation for you?”  
the MDC replied,  
“I need to digest the information before confirming that I understand” 
(MDC).  
Observing her, I saw the frustration in her face.  
The second designer was much more focused on listening before 
making suggestions.  
“How can we help you?” he started the conversation. 
“We need some work on our webpage” (MDC) 
Instead of making immediate suggestions the second designer asked 
some questions to better understand the situation, but using the web 
page as a point of reference.  
“What do you want people to do on the page? Are you good at 
communicating? How are you organized?”  
Then the second designer listened to the MDC’s and the CEO’s 
answers, actually for so long that the MDC asked, “What can you do for 
us” and the designer replied: 
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“I can help you with the process. You no longer “have the foot on the 
clutch,” but you have not yet decided to “step on the accelerator.” I 
believe that we can make you “step on the accelerator” (the second 
designer). 
Thus, by spending time listening, the second designer understood that 
presenting suggestions was of no value unless Specifik had decided that 
it really wanted to do it. After the designers had interacted with the 
Specifik participants they decided to change direction in their 
communication with the company.   
To summarize, there were some barriers between the designer and the 
participants such as a failure to listen to the participants. A key driver to 
helping the communication between the two parties was the designer’s 
display of humbleness towards the competencies of the participants but 
also listening before presenting a solution.  
On the other hand, the provocations made by the designer, appeared to 
be a driver. ’Provoking’ was what the “second designer” did when he 
made Specifik realize that they were actually not yet willing to start with 
design. The MDC later supported this by directly saying to me,  
“I expected the designers to provoke me and help me to view something 
in a different way” (MDC).  
Short summary of the data analysis of dialog 1. From the analysis 
above of dialog 1 it is possible to conclude that the Design Ladder is 
used as a central model in the beginning of DDC programme to 
communicate the nuances of design. However, the challenge with this 
model is that there seems to be problems for the participants to place 
their companies within the model unless the terms are explained further. 
In addition, several barriers were identified having to do with elements 
such as a lack of understanding of design, lack of differentiation of the 
design terms, and a lack of designers listening to participants. However, 
there were also some drivers for design integration such as the positive 
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efforts of the design management consultant and humbleness in the 
communication between the participants and the designer. 
5.3.2 Dialog 2 – data analysis of the interviews 
I have now reported on the first part of the exploratory study and shall 
turn to the last part of the study – the follow-up interviews (see Figure 
26) 
Figure 26: Overview of the exploratory study 
 
The aim is still the same as for dialog 1: exploring the second sub 
question of ‘What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in 
organizations?’ However, the additional focus was whether the 
participants went through any change in their perception of design 
integration. I shall begin with the Design Ladder. 
  
5.3.2.1 Change in design integration – design management consultant 
perspective 
The consultants pointed out, that in general, the motives for companies 
to participate in the workshop varied depending on their position on the 
Design Ladder. Companies on step 2 participated in order to change the 
Follow-up 
interviews 
DDC 
Workshop 2 
DDC  
Workshop 1  
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appearance of a crane, to design a new chair, or to develop a new 
webpage. One step 3 company participated because it wanted a new 
profile for the company. These motives for participating also illustrate 
how the participants view design – something related to form and 
styling in the case of the step 2 companies, and a desire to improve 
communication in the company in the case of the step 3 company. It is 
important to be clear about their initial perception in order to be able to 
change their understanding of design, and often these original motives 
are what started their interest in design (Design Consultant 1, Follow-up 
interview). 
According to the consultants, eventually, all companies changed their 
mindset about design, which was articulated later by one of the design 
consultants: 
“They came into the project with one view but came out with many more 
insights. Oh, this is not just about designing a new chair. This 
realization is the most important one” (Design Management Consultant 
1, Follow-up interview). 
The company that attended in order to get a new appearance on the 
crane realized, through a touch point analysis, that its understating of the 
commercial hand-over process was not optimized and did not have the 
customers in focus. The company had an “aha” moment that changed its 
view of the potential of design (Design Management Consultant 1, 
Follow-up interview).  
“By having this “aha-moment” they became open for the next step, 
which was, what can we do to optimize this “hand-over process’? What 
do our customers want to know? […] The foundation of the company 
became visual to them at that point” (Design Management Consultant 1, 
Follow-up Interview) 
Other participants changed from wanting to design a new chair to 
understanding that they were selling so much more than a chair and 
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realizing that they knew far too little about the needs of their customers; 
they also realized that there were new potential markets, provided they 
recognized that they did not only produce a chair but values and 
systems.  
“They have a person responsible for keeping the company on this 
mindset.” (Design Management Consultant 2, Follow-up interview) 
Although the companies went through a realization process, there is a 
risk, none the less, that they will forget the mindset when the workshop 
is finished. This leads us to the next step in dialog 2 – the barriers and 
drivers. 
 
5.3.2.2 Design initiatives – design management perspective 
The Design Ladder was according to my observations a model with 
inherent barriers but also drivers for design integration. However, it is 
worth noticing that the model was not mentioned by any of the two 
design management consultants. One of the consultants did, however, 
use the model and let me know where she viewed each of the companies 
with regard to the level of design integration. 
“This company is a “number three” company, and if they get this 
implemented they will end up on step four.” (DM consultant 2, follow-
up interview) 
It is relevant that the Design Ladder was only used in the introduction of 
the workshop intended to let the companies know that there was a 
potential for design and that design was much more than their first 
understanding. It was, however, not the Design Ladder that actually 
made them realize that design could do so much more. As illustrated in 
the previous section (section 5.3.2.1), working with the design 
management consultant on e.g. touch points or strategy development 
made them realize that the questions the consultant asked were not what 
they had expected from their notion of design. 
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5.3.2.3 Other more general barriers and drivers – design management 
perspective 
The company that was most critical of design was Specifik (DM 
consultant 1, Follow-up interview). Therefore it is relevant to further 
develop the discussion about barriers and drivers with this company in 
focus. We know from the data analysis of dialog 1 that the participants 
from Specifik displayed a strong reluctance  towards design integration 
(representing a barrier) but the observations also showed that the second 
designer had been able to start a change in mindset towards design 
(representing a driver). The interview validated many of the barriers 
identified in my own observation. I will not specify these barriers and 
drivers again, but instead focus on what other drivers and barriers she 
observed at the workshop.  
In particular, one of the DM consultants discussed what was the optimal 
level of information that should be given to the participants prior to the 
workshop in order to make the participants feel that they had some sort 
of control over the process and to help them understand beforehand that 
design was more than forming (DM consultant 2, follow-up interview). 
The same consultant further stressed that one participant held back on 
some information about what their previous work on strategy 
assumingly because of insecurity about the process (DM consultant 2, 
follow-up interview).  
The last point stressed by Design Management consultant 2 was an 
observation she had made both before and after the workshop.  When 
she had visited the companies before the workshop she often had 
problems convincing the company leaders that the workshop was 
relevant. Using phrases such as “You just have to participate” was often 
the final argument when trying to convince them. In addition, she had 
problems after the workshop when the companies found the programme 
valuable, but they could not define why (DM consultant 2). Thus, there 
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are indications that there might be a need for an articulation of the 
dynamic change of design integration. The Design Compass could be 
one way of illustrating to the companies that they have changed their 
view of design, but much more elaboration is needed.  
   
Short summary of the data analysis of dialog 2. From the data 
analysis of dialog 2 based on the two consultants, it was concluded that 
the participating companies in the workshop experienced at change in 
mindset towards design. There was however problems for the design 
consultants to articulate and communicate this dynamic change before 
and after the workshop. The consultancies used the Design Ladder in the 
introduction of the workshop to illustrate the potential of design, but 
also to communicate to me the level of design integration for each 
company.  
 
5.3.3 Interpretation by means of related theory 
I will wrap up these dialogs by comparing my new interpretation to 
other sources of interpretation. I shall refer to metatheories and thereby 
obtain what Arbnor and Bjerke (p. 197) call a ‘mediate Verstehen’. 
Thus we change from the situation of engagement to the situation of 
dissociation (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1997) making this  a ‘validity check’ 
founded on other sources. I will first discuss the Design Ladder and 
relate this model to other sources of interpretation. Secondly, I will 
present the barriers and drivers to the other sources of interpretation 
within the field of design management. 
 
5.3.3.1 Further discussion of the Design Ladder 
Although I have briefly described the Design Ladder used in the 
workshop, it is relevant to further explore and discuss the model in order 
to understand the problems behind it, because it may reveal new insights 
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into why design is so difficult to integrate. Therefore I focus the analysis 
on the proposition that ‘the Design Ladder brings a nuanced 
understanding of design’. In addition, I want to explore whether there 
are any other graphical models of interpretations with different levels of 
integration that could give new meaning to the understanding of design. 
The observational study indicates that there seems to be a need for a 
more nuanced model of design, but also that the Design Ladder has 
some inherent barriers. In the following there will be a discussion of the 
Design Ladder from three perspectives as illustrated in Figure 27.  
 
Figure 27: Overview of the exploratory study and new understanding 
 
Firstly, I interviewed one of the original creators of the Design Ladder; 
secondly I scanned the design management literature for models that 
also had this stepwise design perspective, which resulted in two focus 
areas, i.e. the Design Management Staircase and the “Five ways to 
manage design process” model created by Dumas and Mintzberg 
(1989). These two analyses form the first part of the conclusion of 
dialog 1 and 2.   
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5.3.3.2 The creation of the Design Ladder 
To learn the original purpose of the model I contacted some of the 
originators, which resulted in an interview with Gertrud Øllgaard22.  
Although the Design Ladder is known for its ability to measure the use 
of design in companies, I was told that yet another purpose of the model 
was to help clients with design integration in their companies (interview 
with Øllgaard). The interview did, however, also reveal that it was 
difficult to remember nuances of the establishment of the model because 
of the time that has passed. In addition, I had problems getting 
interviews with some of the other co-creator of the model. I therefore 
decided to make a documentary study of what has been written about 
the Design Ladder and also see if there were any other similar models.     
One of the key contributors to the development of the Design Ladder is 
Ulla Hovgaard Ramlau, who, together with Christina Melander, 
published an article outlining the Design Ladder in the journal Design 
Management Review in 2004:  
 
                                      
22 It should be noted that I have contacted other key founders of the Design Ladder but for various reasons only one 
participated in an interview. 
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Figure 28: The Design Ladder 
 
Source: Danish Design Centre 
In the paper they use the following description of the four steps of the 
Design Ladder:  
Step 1: “No use of design. In these companies design is a hidden aspect 
of product development. It is generally the task of non-design disciplines 
to develop the functionality and aesthetics of the product.” 
Step 2: “Design as styling. Design is seen as the final styling or 
shaping of a product. The task may or may not be undertaken by 
professional designers.”  
Step 3: “Design as process. Design is not an end result but rather a 
work method adopted at the early stage of product development and 
requiring the involvement of several different disciplines, including 
design.”  
Step 4: “Design as strategy. Design has been adopted as a central 
aspect of the company’s business base, used as a means of encouraging 
innovation, for instance.” (Ramlau & Melander, 2004, p. 49) 
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It is worth noting that this model was not intended as a normative 
model, implying that ‘design as strategy’ was better than ‘no design’. 
Rather, it was and still is a model for design consultancies to illustrate 
that design is much more than styling and products.  
It is also worth noticing that the terminologies of the Design Ladder 
have changed in the past years in particular concerning step 1 and step 
4. These are the steps that are subject to most discussion. Concerning 
step 1 it is worth discussing if there is such a thing as ‘no design’. If we 
use Heskett’s definition of design: 
“the human capacity to shape and make our environment in ways 
without precedent in nature, to serve our needs and give meaning to our 
lives” (Heskett, 2005, p. 4) 
it makes no sense to talk about “no design”, because to some extent it is 
virtually impossible not to design, when we change our environment by 
giving meaning to our lives. Therefore step 1 has lately been changed to 
“companies not working systematically with design.” 
Another issue concerning the Design Ladder that is worth discussing is 
the fact that the model is a conceptual or practical model never tested in 
academia. This may or may not be an issue, but it is relevant to examine 
if there are any other more academic models that support a stepwise 
integration of design.    
 
5.3.3.3 Design Management Staircase 
The Design Management Staircase (see Figure 29) was an attempt to 
evaluate companies’ design management capabilities. It contains four 
steps like the Design Ladder, but the Design Management Staircase is 
supplemented by five factors that help define the four steps.  
167 
 
Figure 29: The Design Management Staircase 
 
Source: Design Management Europe, 2009, p. 12 
Despite the higher level of detail in the Design Management Staircase 
compared to the Design Ladder I still see problems with the Design 
Management Staircase, because of the loose description of design and 
design management presented in the supplementing text in the model. 
After having seen how design management consultants work with the 
Design Ladder changing ‘design’ with ‘design management’ does not 
make sense if the focus is on the barriers and drivers.  Although ‘design 
management’ happens on each step, in the perspective of the overall 
research problem for this thesis, it is much more important what 
happens in-between each step, when discussing further design 
integration. Thus, when a company is design-motivated to further 
explore and integrate design, but run into barriers or drivers, this is 
where design management seems to play a key role. Thus, the change of 
the term from ‘design’ to ‘design management’ does not change 
indications from this study concerning problems understanding the 
terminologies of the steps.  
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The existence of the Design Management Staircase illustrates that in 
2009 there seemed to be a need for a crystallization of design and its 
relationship to design management. It also indicates that the Design 
Ladder has been internationally known and accepted, although it is a 
practice-based model. Therefore it is relevant to further analyze models 
that have this stepwise or sequential perspective on design. 
 
5.3.3.4 ‘The five ways to manage design’ 
A slightly older model is one by Dumas and Mintzberg (1989) who 
presented five ways to manage design (see figure 30).  
Dumas and Mintzberg have a central quote:  
“… design cannot be managed like other activities any more than 
management can be designed like other activities” (Dumas & 
Mintzberg, 1989, p. 37). 
Thus, design and management have a lot in common and may not be 
opposite poles. There are common denominators, and that may be the 
reason why participants in the workshop had problems clearly seeing the 
difference between design and management disciplines such as 
marketing. Thus it is relevant to better understand what is happening in 
the nexus of design and management.  
Hence I took a close look at Dumas and Mintzberg’s model because 
they seem to have a fine-tuned understanding not only of design but in 
particular of management.    
The model includes five ways of managing what they call the ‘design 
process’.  
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Figure 30 - Five Ways to Manage Design 
 
Source: Dumas & Mintzberg (1989, p. 43) 
The model has two axes where the x-axis illustrates how developed the 
management of design is, whereas the y-axis illustrates how formal the 
management of design is in the organization. It should be noted that the 
y-axis is increasing in a vertical downward direction. When following 
the arrows within the model the first approach to managing design is 
called ‘Design Champion’, also called ‘promoted design’ by Dumas and 
Mintzberg. The approach is known within architecture or products from 
elite designers. There is a “patron” who drives attention to the design 
process, but the danger might occur when or if the “patron” leaves the 
organization and the focus on design leaves with that individual. The 
Design Champion may also be in the role of what Dumas & Mintzberg 
call a ‘crusader’ such as a chief stylist, who may create a team of expert 
advisors. Last, but not least, the Champion may be a design consultant 
promoting design in the company.  
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“.. the Design Champion – whether patron, crusader, team or consultant 
– may not be a sufficient condition for the full realization of design in an 
organization, but he, she or it may be a necessary first step” (Dumas & 
Mintzberg, 1989, p. 38). 
This is a very relevant quote to have in mind when analyzing short-term 
design integration projects or initiatives containing a Design Champion 
approach such as the design workshop I participated in. This workshop 
should be viewed as a first step but not as the whole realization of 
design within an organization.  
The next step may be formulating a “design policy” where the design 
activity is encapsulated in a document. It is important that the document 
represents the beliefs and values of the organization; otherwise it will 
just be some words on a piece of paper. The design policy is much more 
formalized than the ‘Design Champion’ approach, but it also represents 
a less developed design in particular if, at the end, it is just words on 
paper.  
If, however, design is initiated, or maybe more correctly, activated by a 
design programme, there is much more focus on action and not just 
words on a piece of paper. The purpose can be to concentrate on a 
limited area such as a new corporate identity. The risk is that when the 
programme ends so does the effect of the programme, which is why 
Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) stress the importance of follow-up 
activities. The workshop studied in this chapter can be viewed as 
planting the seeds to future design programmes for the participating 
companies. Some of these companies decided to make follow-up 
meetings and design programmes, others did not. It is relevant, 
therefore, to find out more about why some companies decide to initiate 
design programmes and others do not.  
Some companies have a department dedicated to design and therefore 
the next approach is called ‘design function’. The design function 
approach can either be ‘lagging’ or ‘leading’ where both are much more 
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formal than a design programme but is also viewed as more developed. 
If the design function is ‘lagging’, it has specialists such as designers or 
even design managers, but the appointed employees are not guaranteed 
influence on the other departments. At best, the product may have 
improved appearance, but design is not as such more developed than 
that. 
The design function may, however, also be influencing other 
departments such as marketing or development. This can be just as 
problematic as a lagging design function, because the different 
departments do not carry the same weight. Rather, now the dominating 
and maybe even dictating party is the designer, resulting in what Dumas 
and Mintzberg call ‘encapsulated design’, whereas design as lagging is 
called ‘cosmetic design’. 
The fifth and last of the five approaches that Dumas and Mintzberg 
mention to managing design is ‘infusion’. Infusion  
“..is informal; the ultimate intention is to have everyone concerned with 
design. […] Design thus becomes a way of life in the organization.” 
(D&M, s 41) 
Thus, the term ‘silent design’ becomes central because the design 
competencies are not only carried out by designers but also by the 
majority of the people within the organization.    
Comparing ‘design infusion’ with step 4 on the Design Ladder – 
strategic design – both actually focus on the fact that design is integrated 
into the whole company, but the term ‘design infusion’ may not be as 
perplexing as the term ‘strategic design’. We saw from the workshop 
how the ‘strategic design’ term had to be subject to further explanation 
and caused confusion among some of the participants. Therefore Dumas 
& Mintzberg’s model may be easier to grasp than the Design Ladder, 
because the terminologies may not need the same explanation as those 
of the Design Ladder. However, it is fruitful to learn more about how 
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these two models explain the mechanism of no design and of design 
integration.  
To summarize, I find Dumas & Mintzberg’s model relevant to further 
exploration because it is relatively easy to understand the approaches 
but also to illustrate that there are some parts of design that are informal 
and much more difficult to articulate. The model also illustrates some 
potential approaches but not in such a stepwise format as the Design 
Management Staircase or the Design Ladder. Thus, I decided to include 
Dumas & Mintzberg’s model in the multiple case study (Chapter 6). 
 
5.4 Interpretation by means of non-events and mechanisms 
While an overall purpose of my participation in and observations at the 
DDC-workshop was to familiarize myself with empirical field of the 
nexus of design and management it also served as a place for identifying 
a set of relevant criteria for recruiting companies for the multiple case 
study (Chapter 6).  
The overall research question for the thesis was why do SMEs have 
difficulties understanding and integrating design. In the perspective of 
Jon Elster it is possible to view this phenomenon of design integration 
as a non-event. How do we then explain what this non-event? This 
could be explained by analyzing companies that did and other 
companies that did not understand and integrate design. In order to 
identify such companies but also to further understand design 
integration from a practical view an exploratory study of was conducted 
departing in two workshops.  
I have already discussed the part focusing on understanding from a 
practical view by analyzing the barriers and drivers identified from the 
workshop, but I still need to further discuss the knowledge attained by 
the exploratory study as this is strongly linked to my recruiting of 
companies for the multiple case study (Chapter 6).  
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In this discussion I will refer back to the concepts I introduced in the 
introduction of this chapter, i.e. Elsters concepts of non-events and 
mechanisms.  
 
5.4.1 Consequences for recruiting companies for the main study  
The starting point for the participating companies at the DDC-workshop 
was their motivation to further understand and integrate design. Thus, 
the non-event in this case would not be ‘why some companies do not 
use design’. Rather I would like to view this non-use in a dynamic 
perspective and focus on to which extend they change in their 
understanding and integration of design.  Thus design motivated 
companies are influenced by some variables which result in some kind 
of action with regard to design integration.  
I suggested at the summary of dialog 2 the Design Compass from 
Chapter 4 could be a possibility to articulate the change in 
understanding that the consultants and companies needed, but more 
research on this topic was relevant. 
I also need more knowledge about the possible mechanisms (departing 
in the barriers and drivers) that may influence the understanding of 
design and actions with regard to design integration. Despite the barriers 
that occurred at the workshop in fact all of the companies changed their 
view of design (own observations and DM consultants follow-up 
interview). With Elster’s words, all companies in the exploratory study 
did seek and claim the benefits of design.  
Thus, in line with Elster, who propose to make comparisons between 
those who participated in a particular event and those who did not, I 
went back to a company, JS Food,  that had shown a certain interest in 
the workshop but who nevertheless never participated. This company 
had registered for the first workshop, but cancelled in the last moment. 
They were encouraged to register for the second workshop, and they 
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did. But the day before the workshop they cancelled again. Thus, the 
company was apparently design motivated but for unknown reasons 
they decided not to show. In the perspective of Elster this company did 
not claim and seek the benefit of design and it was therefore relevant to 
make it subject to further exploration – an exploration that is developed 
in the multiple case study in Chapter 6. 
 
5.5 Sub conclusion for chapter 5  
The aim of the Chapter 5 was to explore the second sub question What 
are the barriers and drivers for design integration for design in 
organization? In the exploratory study I therefore identified barriers and 
drivers that were validated by follow-up interviews of consultants.  
Firstly, the barriers and drivers were concerning tangibalization and 
facilitation. It was a driver that the consultants used visualization to 
illustrate ideas, and that these ideas were linked directly to the strategy 
of the company. In addition the change in focus from product to concept 
driven by the design management consultant was also a key driver to 
design integration. However, there were still indications that design did 
not differentiate from other relating areas such as marketing. There were 
also a indications that having too much focus on controlling design 
integration could be a barrier for it to happen.  
Secondly the barriers were best met by designers that showed 
humbleness and asked slightly provoking questions. 
Thirdly, the research indicated that top management did not have the 
same difficulties understanding design. The participation and dedication 
of top management were stressed as a key driver to successful design 
integration.  
Finally, there were drivers and barriers concerning the model the Design 
Ladder, where the barriers were problems understanding the 
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terminologies and expectations of what to do at each step of the model 
were not met. Neither did the consultants mention the model as a model 
that change the mindset of the companies. However, there were also 
some drivers in the model, because it illustrated to the participants the 
possibilities of design. . Although the design Ladder were used as the at 
the workshop, the model “Five ways to manage design” by Dumas & 
Mintzberg (1989) seemed to be more straight forward. Thus, there were 
indications that the dynamic focus was relevant to design integration. 
However, the Chapter 3 did however illustrate that there is a lack of a 
dynamic focus in the design management literature. Therefore there is a 
need both in the literature and practice to explore this further. 
Therefore I modify the second sub question to: ‘What are the barriers 
and drivers for design integration in SMEs in a dynamic perspective?’   
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CHAPTER 6: THE EMPIRICAL STUDY 
In chapter 5 I explored the barriers and the drivers for design integration 
and expanded the understanding in that regard. I also found that there 
were problems articulating the dynamics in design integration and that 
the CEO, in particular, was key to the implementation of design 
integration. Thus, I have expanded the understanding of the overall 
research question: ‘Why do companies have difficulties understanding 
and integrating design?’ 
It is relevant to further research our understanding of not only the 
barriers and drivers for design integration but also the role of the CEOs 
and possible solutions to an articulation of dynamics of design 
integration.  This is the overall aim of the research in Chapter 6.  
In section 6.1 I describe the methodological considerations of the 
empirical study. In section 6.2 the five case companies are introduced 
and analysed as individual cases. The case introduction starts with 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen (6.2.1), followed by Bench (6.2.2), 
Easyfood (6.2.3), Specifik (6.2.4) and JS Food (6.2.5). In section 6.3 a 
comparative analysis of the five case studies will be made.  
 
6.1 Methodology of the multiple case study 
In this section I explain why I chose the case study approach (section 
6.1.1), why I chose multiple case studies (section 6.1.2.), the purpose of 
the case study (section 6.1.3), the sampling frame (section 6.1.4), the 
setting, the time period and data collection of the case study (section 
6.1.5).  
 
6.1.1 Why choose case studies? 
Case studies are ”about seeing something in its completeness, looking at 
it from many angles” (Thomas, 2011, p 23). 
177 
 
The fact that case studies provide a complete view of the issue at hand, 
including many different perspectives, makes such studies highly 
relevant for this analysis.  
A quantitative approach was not appropriate for understanding design 
integration in SMEs, because many of the companies could not 
articulate what design was and what problems they were facing. 
Therefore a qualitative case study approach was more relevant. In 
addition, leading researchers within the design management field such 
as Kristensen and Gabrielsen (2011) recommend the use of case studies.  
 
6.1.2 Why choose multiple case studies? 
“The multicase project is a research design for closely examining 
several cases linked together. It is also a design for studying an issue or 
phenomenon at sites that have no programmatic link” (Stake, 2006, p.  
v). 
From the participation in the DDC Design and Innovation Programme 
and the follow-up interviews I realized that the stepwise perspective of 
design integration was relevant. Therefore, in order to gain a clearer 
understanding of the issues involving this perspective, I would need to 
study companies at various levels of design integration. This would 
provide me with broader learning, understanding and reflection. In 
particular, case studies, being practice-oriented, have been evaluated as 
having particular importance for both the design and management fields 
(R. Johansson, 2003). 
 
6.1.3 The aim and the approach of the multiple case study 
The research questions are the foundation of any research. When 
conducting multiple case studies it is vital to always have the research 
question in mind, because the researcher has to balance the results of the 
individual cases with the results of all the cases combined. Thus, it is 
178 
 
important that the individual case does not dominate the cases taken as 
an entity, and that the researcher has an understanding of the different 
questions to be analysed in the individual cases and across the cases 
(Stake, 2006). Stake (2006) proposes a method whereby the researcher 
can keep a focus on the research question and thus better handle the 
dilemma of placing the right amount of emphasis on both the individual 
case analysis and the multiple case analyses. 
Stake proposes what he calls the ‘quintain’ which is: 
“…an object or phenomenon or conditions to be studied – a target, but 
not a bull’s eye. In the multicase study it is the target collection. […] 
This quintain is the area or holding company or umbrella for the cases 
we will study.” (Stake, 2005, p. 6) 
Hence, the quintain is the overall phenomenon or area to be studied seen 
from an umbrella perspective (Stake, 2005).  
In this thesis the quintain can be defined as difficulties with design 
integration in small and medium-sized companies from an 
organizational dynamic perspective. This quintain also relates to the 
overall research question “Why do companies have difficulties 
understanding and integrating design?” 
It is necessary to have an understanding of each case in order to better 
understand the quintain. Figure 31 illustrates how the quintain is 
providing the umbrella perspective of the research.  
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Figure 31: The quintain and the issues 
 
Source: Own work with inspiration from Stake (2005) 
However, in order to understand the quintain each of the cases should be 
analysed individually since it has separate research questions. For 
example, in this thesis, it would not make sense to use the exact same 
research questions for e.g. Seidenfaden and JS Food as both their 
understanding and integration of design differ significantly. The two 
cases call for different questions. But that does not prevent the two cases 
from having equal value in contributing to the quintain.  
Stake (2006) calls these research questions “issues,” and they should be 
analysed in order to help maintain the distinction between the particular 
and the more general topics. The ‘issues’ in this thesis are: 
- Who are the main actors of design integration in the organization? 
- Where in the organization is the focus of design integration? 
- In what direction is the Design Compass pointing? 
Quintain 
Seiden- 
faden 
Design 
Specifik 
 
 
JS Food 
 
 
Easyfood 
 
Issue 
  
Issue 
  
Issue 
  
Issue 
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180 
 
- What are the barriers for changing the direction of the Design 
Compass? 
- What should the organization focus on when integrating design? 
- What are the barriers for activities initiated by the company? 
- How and why did the key organizational members change their 
view on design (if at all)? 
These are just some of the issues that were central to the cases. I 
mention them here to illustrate what direction was chosen to analyse the 
cases, because due to the broadness of the concepts of design and 
management several possible ways of analysing the cases were possible. 
According to Stake (2006) these may not be the issues the researcher 
chooses to describe in the final report and some may only be analysed 
briefly. Still, these questions are crucial and help to understand the 
quintain (Stake, 2006). They were not all defined as part of the quintain 
at the beginning of the study, because many of the issues appeared due 
to the abductive mode of reasoning (Stake 2006).   
Some of the issues above ended up being applied in the five cases. The 
final and “describing issues” were selected by comparing the five cases 
and analysing them for themes that were similar and themes that were 
different.  
The Approach: Although the Design Compass and the Design Ladder, 
and ‘the five ways to manage design’ are key theories this inquiry is not 
aiming at creating a new theory in the design management field; rather 
(as per Stake) the purpose is to give a practical understanding of design 
integration, to ‘get inside’ the problem of why design integration 
presents companies with such difficulties. 
 
6.1.4 Framework for the sampling of the case studies  
Chapter 5 illustrated the relevance of stepwise models for design 
integrations. The Design Ladder and the ‘the five ways to manage 
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design’ were therefore chosen for further exploration. However, when I 
selected my cases, I had not yet come to a conclusion regarding ‘the five 
ways to manage design’. Therefore the framework for the sampling was 
originally based on the Design Ladder model alone. However, in 
retrospect I have found that the cases represent other relevant across-
case perspectives. Both the Design Ladder perspective and the ‘five 
ways to manage design’ perspective are relevant when developing the 
framework for the sampling for the cases. These two perspectives will 
be discussed in the following and included in the analysis across the 
cases. 
 
6.1.4.1 The Design Ladder perspective 
According to Stake (2006), at least four cases are needed in a multiple 
case study in order to provide enough interactivities between the cases 
and their situations. This research is based on five case studies, two on 
step 2, two on step 3 on the Design Ladder (see Figure 32), and one so 
called reflection case on step 4. 
Overall, the selection process was based on companies that collaborated 
with DDC and D2i. The placing on the Design Ladder was based on the 
evaluation by the top management of the individual companies but also 
on discussions with consultants from DDC. 
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Figure 32: The Design Ladder and the case studies 
 
Source: Own illustration based on the Design Ladder, www.ddc.dk 
The case studies provide diversity across contexts. Different industries – 
food, outplacement, design management and city environment – are 
represented.  
Originally, in the beginning of the selection process, I was searching for 
two industries with two cases in each industry; but it was not possible 
within the time frame to find companies that not only fulfilled the 
criteria of being on a particular step on the Design Ladder but also 
belonged to a particular industry. Therefore this industry criterion was 
dropped, but other criteria were applied.  
The initial selection criteria I applied were: 
1. The case has to be a small and medium-sized company 
2. The CEO of the company has to be at least curious about design 
and meaning 
3. The case has to be either on step 2, or 3 or 4 on the Design Ladder 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Case Case 
Case 
Case Case 
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The first criterion: The case has to be a small and medium-sized 
company, relates to the overall research question that focuses on just 
that type of company. 
The second criterion, The CEO of the company has to be at least curious 
about design meant that step 1 companies on the Design Ladder were in 
fact irrelevant to further study, which leads us to…  
…the third criterion concerning the placing on the Design Ladder: The 
case has to be on steps 2, 3 or 4 on the Design Ladder. Each of these 
cases was carefully selected to fit the Design Ladder: 
The case on step 4 on the Design Ladder: Seidenfaden Design 
Copenhagen was chosen to represent step 4. During an interview with 
the CEO, Jonas Sverdrup-Jensen, about barriers in general to the 
integration of design (see Chapter 1), I realized that the company had 
accomplished one of the most successful design integrations. It should 
be noted that Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen is used here to reflect on 
the other cases.  
Cases on step 3 on the Design Ladder: The companies Bench and 
Easyfood were selected to represent step 3. Via my academic network I 
learned that the CEO was interested in learning more about design – and 
I was recommended that I contact Easyfood. The company was very 
interested in participating in the thesis from the first meeting. They were 
also interested in participating in initiatives by Design2innovate (D2i) 
When first contacted, the other step 3 company, Bench, showed an 
interest in the D2i project and in design in general, and therefore it was 
a perfect fit for the thesis. Most importantly, though, top management 
placed the company on step 3 on the Design Ladder, which became the 
decisive selection criterion.  
Cases on step 2 on the Design Ladder: The step 2 case studies were 
selected based on the DDC Design and Innovation Programme, where 
both the selected step 2 companies were signed up to participate. The 
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Design and Innovation Programme was an opportunity to come into 
contact with companies interested in design. The recruitment of Specifik 
and JS Food occurred via the Innovation Programme, described in 
Chapter 5.  
During the workshop I overheard a conversation between the DDC 
consultant and the two participants from Specifik and realized that they 
appeared to be open to design integration, but in reality they were still 
sceptical. Based on this experience, I decided to try to learn more about 
the companies’ design integration process and I subsequently contacted 
the company to recruit them for this part of my research.  
JS Food was supposed to have participated in the Innovation 
Programme but cancelled at the last minute (see Chapter 5). However, 
the company still wanted to participate in the next Innovation 
Programme, so I initiated interviews with the top management before 
their participation in the Innovation Programme. JS Food decided, 
however, not to participate in the second Innovation Programme, but the 
fact that JS Food cancelled only made them more interesting to me than 
before, because the company apparently did not prioritize design 
integration sufficiently to participate in the Innovation Programme. 
Each of the cases represents different contexts with a unique situation 
(Stake, 2006) and I am interested in barriers and drivers when 
integrating design in SMEs. According to Stake (2006), each case, in 
general, has to fulfil three main criteria to be selected:  
- Is the case relevant to the quintain?  
- Do the cases provide diversity across contexts? 
- Do the cases provide good opportunities to learn about complexity 
and contexts?” (Stake, 2006, p. 23) 
These general criteria were kept in mind during the selection of all five 
cases, but more specific selection criteria were added. All the cases were 
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relevant to the quintain: difficulties with design integration in small and 
medium-sized companies from an organizational perspective.  
 
6.1.4.2 A retrospect of the cases  
Even though the recruitment of cases was also a matter of who would 
provide access, in retrospect it became clear that the set of cases did also 
serve to represent the elements in other stepwise models of design 
integration. In particular, the model developed by Dumas & Mintzberg, 
“five ways to manage design,” was relevant because the four main 
cases, Easyfood, Bench, Specifik and JS-Food, were all invited to 
develop their design integration through the DDC or D2i design 
programmes (see the red colour in Figure 33). 
Figure 33: The five ways of manage design 
   
Source: Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) 
Thus we have four cases representing a part of Dumas & Mintzberg’s 
model – the design programmes giving me an opportunity to get a 
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further understanding of the mechanism of these programmes. In 
particular it was relevant that two of the cases were highly dedicated to 
the DDC design programme, while the other two cases had a lower 
degree of dedication and seemed more hesitant to participate. 
Thus it is possible to frame the four companies on a matrix, as 
illustrated in Table 7. 
Table 7: Matrix for the comparison of the four cases 
 Low dedication to design 
programme 
 
High dedication to design 
programme 
Less developed design 
interpretation 
 
 
JS Food 
 
 
Specifik 
More developed design 
interpretation 
 
 
Bench 
 
Easyfood 
Source: Own work with inspiration from Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) 
On the horizontal (x-axis) I use the same term as Dumas & Mintzberg 
concerning the level of development of design. However, here I relate 
the level of development to the Design Compass and propose the e.g. 
the CEO of a company may have a more or less developed design 
interpretation depending on his or her awareness of the different 
directions of the Design Compass. This is a further development of 
Dumas & Mintzberg, since their model does not consider dedication to a 
design programme or design interpretation in the organization. 
According to Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) the intention of a programme 
was as follows in 1989: 
“…to permit design to infiltrate a new sphere, or encourage new design 
in an old sphere. It may address a particular aspect of design – for 
example, a new corporate identity or new product development…” 
(Dumas & Mintzberg, 1989, p. 39) 
The focus on a particular aspect supports the modified sub question 
from Chapter 4 ‘In what direction(s) are companies turning the 
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compass needle of the Design Compass when integrating design into 
SMEs?’, because it is not only relevant to understand the overall design 
interpretation or awareness of design in the organization, but also in 
what direction it is possible to turn when expanding the integration of 
design. 
 
6.1.5 Settings, time period, and data collection 
The settings of the interviews and observations varied from case to case 
as can be seen in the table below. The observations took place either at 
the company’s domicile or, if they had been participating in the 
Innovation Programme, at ‘Spinderihallerne’ in Vejle, the location for 
the event. Due to tight schedules some of the interviews were conducted 
by phone. Table 8 illustrates the settings of the cases. 
In my interviews and observations I was interested in mapping the 
activities and events that had taken place in a particular time period. 
That is, the period from the point in time when the CEO has developed a 
motivation to engage in design integration to the point in time when a 
change in the level of design integration actually has taken place. 
Naturally, some of these activities and events would have occurred 
before I approached them or had any contact with the companies, and 
my efforts in the interviews and observations would then be about 
reconstructing the preceding activities and events.  
Ideally, I should then proceed with my interviews and observations for 
each case until they had moved up at least one step on the Design 
Ladder. However, as is shown below, barriers and difficulties emerged 
when the organizations sought to develop and move from one stage to 
the next. Two case companies, Bench and JS Food, obviously made no 
progression – and the time limit of this thesis prevented me from 
following them further on.  
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In the case of Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen, the company’s already 
high level of design integration made it less relevant to study their 
concurrent progression. It should, however, be kept in mind that the 
main reason for recruiting Seidenfaden was their capacity to serve as a 
reference point for the step 3 cases in their efforts to reach step 4.  
 
6.1.6 A retrospective note on challenges involved in the multiple 
case study  
Among management researchers, case studies are commonly assumed to 
produce ‘deep’ and ‘rich’ data – or as Geertz (1973) put it: ‘thick 
descriptions’ – that come about by means of observations in various 
situations and interviews and conversations with various informants. 
When looking back at my data, I have to acknowledge that this common 
notion of what case studies should produce is not fully met.  
In this light, it could be argued that, since some of the cases did not go 
as deep as I had aimed for, it would have been more suitable to analyse 
the data from the perspective of ‘interviews’ and ‘observations’. The 
time frame did not allow me experiment with this other perspective on 
the data.  
The less in-depth cases were Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen and JS 
Food.  
At JS Food, in particular, it was problematic to get access to employees 
at different levels of the organization, because management believed 
that employees on the operational level of the company did not 
contribute to design.  
However, it should be stressed that the interview with Seidenfaden 
Design Copenhagen consisted of a detailed interview and an observation 
each lasting about one and a half hours.  
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The three in-depth interviews with JS food each lasted between one 
hour and 35 minutes and two hours. This illustrates that although I only 
conducted a limited number of interviews with the two companies the 
relatively long duration of each interview strengthens the depth of the 
cases.    
Table 8: Activity, setting, focus and data collection for each case 
Case Activity Setting Focus Data collection 
Seidenfaden 
Design Copen-
hagen 
1 Interview 
 
 
 
 
1 Observation 
Telephone and the 
company’s 
domicile 
 
 
Company’s 
domicile 
Understanding of 
design infusion 
and step 4 on the 
Design Ladder 
 
Design 
integration 
Seidenfaden 
Design 
Copenhagen 
Sound recording 
and 
Transcriptions 
 
 
 
Field notes  
Bench 5 Interviews Telephone and the 
company’s 
domicile 
Change process 
from being open 
to design to 
action 
concerning 
design 
integration 
Transcriptions 
Easyfood 5 Interviews 
 
1 Observation 
Company’s 
domicile 
 
Company’s 
domicile 
Change process 
from being open 
to design to 
action 
concerning 
design 
integration 
Transcriptions 
 
Field notes 
JS Food 3 Interviews/ 
Meetings 
Company’s 
domicile 
Change process 
from being open 
to design to 
action 
concerning 
design 
integration 
Field notes 
Specifik 2 Observations   
 
 
 
Spinderihallerne, 
Vejle 
 
Company’s 
domicile 
Change process 
from being open 
to design to 
action 
concerning 
design 
integration 
Field notes 
 
 
Field notes 
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Data were collected by means of interviews and observations.  
Interviews were, in most cases, sound recorded and transcribed. When 
recording was not possible I would take notes during the interviews. 
Prior to the interviews, listening guides were developed. These were 
characterized by having semi-structured themes where probing was used 
during the interviews. Examples of the listening guides can be viewed in 
appendix 4. Observations were “recorded” through field notes.  
After each data collection activity I would write down my reflections on 
what I had heard and seen. The interviews lasted from 1 hour to 2 ½ 
hours. 
  
6.2 The introduction of the single cases  
In the following I will describe the analysis and results from each case 
company. Each case description will first include a general introduction 
(see Figure 34) to the case. How the actual analysis is then presented 
depends on the nature of the case. There are two setups for this.  
For Seidenfaden Design, Bench and JS Food the focus will be on 
describing the issues as they are. None of these companies participated 
in a design programme.  
Easyfood and Specifik did, however, participate in the programme and 
therefore it is relevant to further explore what happened to these 
companies before and after the programme. 
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Figure 34: Overview of the case presentations – two setups 
 
 
In the following the five cases will be described and analysed based on 
the issues mentioned above. I will begin with the company that is 
positioned at the top of the Design Ladder on step 4, i.e. Seidenfaden 
Design Copenhagen (6.2.1). Then I proceed to present the case 
companies that made efforts to move from step 3 to step 4, i.e. Bench 
(6.2.2) and Easyfood (6.2.3). And finally I present the two companies 
General introduction 
Describing Issues:  
-Who are the key actors? 
-What is the design interpretation? 
-What is the focus of design 
integration? 
-What are the barriers and drivers 
for design integration? 
Overview of case 
presentation for Seidenfaden 
Design, Bench and JS Food  
Overview of case 
presentation for Easyfood 
and Specifik  
General introduction 
Describing Issues before 
program  
-Who are the key actors? 
-What is the design interpretation? 
-What is the focus of design 
integration? 
-What are the barriers and drivers 
for design integration? 
  
Describing Issues after the 
program  
-Who are the key actors? 
-What is the design interpretation? 
-What is the focus of design 
integration? 
-What are the barriers and drivers 
for design integration? 
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positioned at step 2 who sought to move up to step 3, i.e. JS Food 
(6.2.4) and Specifik (6.2.5).    
6.2.1. Design infusion – and a step 4 company 
As mentioned, Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen had already integrated 
design sufficiently to be placed on step 4 on the Design Ladder. In 
addition, the case represents ‘design infusion’ as defined in Mintzberg 
& Dumas’s model (1989). Therefore the case is used as a so-called 
reflective case for the other case studies.  
In my presentation of the case I will seek to present how the company 
has chosen to integrate design. I do so by focusing on those of the issues 
from Figure 34 that are described as ‘key actors’, ‘design interpretation’ 
and ‘barriers and drivers’. But first, a general introduction to 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen. 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen was established in 2002 by Jonas 
Sverdrup-Jensen and Troels Seidenfaden. They met at what is today 
called ‘The Royal Danish Academy of Fine Arts, Schools of 
Architecture, Design and Conservation’, where they both received their 
degrees, Jonas Sverdrup-Jensen a MSc. in Design and Communication 
Management, and Troels Seidenfaden a MA in Industrial Design. They 
share the ownership of the company, where Sverdrup-Jensen is the 
director, and Seidenfaden is the creative director. Although industrial 
design is central for Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen the company 
offers numerous additional services. 
“Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen specializes in the provision of design 
and manufacturing solutions for lifestyle brands around the world. We 
have expertise in everything from product design, graphics and 
packaging, to communication and the creation of printed media such as 
advertisements, catalogues and brochures.” 
 (“www.seidenfadendesign.dk,” n.d.) 
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The quote illustrates that Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen is not only 
developing industrial design but also manages the whole supply chain 
for the client. Thus it offers a “one-stop-solution” 
(www.seidenfaden.dk) for clients who purchase its design.  
Figure 35: Visualisation of the core competencies of Seidenfaden Design 
Copenhagen 
  
Source: (“www.seidenfadendesign.dk,” n.d.) 
In Figure 35 the green circle shows the core competencies of 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen. The green circle illustrates that the 
company delivers solutions ranging from a brief, through concept 
development and production, all the way to delivery to the client. 
Design companies traditionally offer what is illustrated by the pink 
circle, i.e. solutions from brief to benchmark or to final concept. 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen also offers production and sourcing 
activities (the blue circle). Furthermore, clients can choose to include 
solutions illustrated within the yellow circle, i.e. marketing activities. In 
this solution Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen will facilitate the 
marketing before delivery of the product to the retailers.  
Thus, although the final product is a key part of what is delivered and 
sold it plays a different role being “wrapped” in design management. 
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Design management, according to director Sverdrup-Jensen, is 
concerned with strategic issues resulting in a reduced risk for the client 
and in particular for the individuals in the company who make decisions 
about design. (Sverdrup-Jensen, Interview 2 - 2012).  
This minimisation of risk for particular individuals in the company who 
make decisions about design (decision makers) in connection with 
strategy will be analysed in the following. 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen was placed on step 4 on the Design 
Ladder due to its consideration and mastering of strategic issues in 
relation to design23. It is therefore relevant to analyse what characterizes 
design integration in this company and also compare the company to the 
four other case companies (a comparison to each of the other case 
companies will be presented after the analysis of Seidenfaden Design 
Copenhagen in section 6.3). In the following the issues will be 
addressed, but because Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen did not 
participate in any design integration programme such as D2i or DDC 
during the PhD research period, the description will not include 
deviations from ‘the starting point’ and ‘the next stage’ but rather an 
analysis of Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen’s current integration of 
design based on the issues in Figure 33.  
 
6.2.1.1 Issues for Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen  
Design is infused into the organization of Seidenfaden Design 
Copenhagen.  
“Design permeates the entire organization“(Sverdrup-Jensen, Interview 
2 - 2012).  
                                      
23 It should be noted that the placing on the Design Ladder is my interpretation of Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen. 
Design2innovate, among others, has declared that Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen is one of the companies that 
excel in design and business integration.  
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When observing a meeting in the organization it was clear that design 
was informal in the sense that all of the employees had a highly 
developed understanding of design. Not only were many of them 
designers but they also easily understood specific visual details around 
the whole concepts in relation to the customers’ strategy. This broad 
understanding of design is, however, a result of the emphasis of the 
CEO on recruiting employees who are not only aware of the nuances of 
design but who are also capable of making relevant decisions for the 
client and converge in the process  at the right moment.  
“If you leave the client with too many options it is the same thing as 
saying that you [the client?]do not know what you want. So people in 
the Seidenfaden are good at deciding “this works, but this does not 
work,” so that we can remove that option ” (Sverdrup-Jensen, Interview 
2).  
Jonas Sverdrup-Jensen and his employees also demonstrated their 
understanding of strategic theory and the key importance of being able 
to change details within the product and solve a specific project for a 
client.   
“It was an advantage that I knew their strategy” (Sverdrup-Jensen, 
interview 2). 
In particular the CEO, Sverdrup-Jensen was particular good making the 
link from product to strategy in the briefing of the employees by finding 
photos that could illustrate the core values of the customers’ strategy 
and inspire his employees to making new products. 
The key actor in design integration is the client, which is why design 
integration is often less successful.  
“So in the design brief the client is often not specifying what he or she 
wants. Relatively few actually know what they want” […] “They (the 
clients) have the overall strategy for their company but when they 
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change the product strategy, then they just want, say, ‘gifts for men’.” 
(Sverdrup-Jensen, interview 2 - 2012) 
Hence Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen will now be acting as a design 
management agency for the customer.  
Seidenfaden’s focus is not just on the client’s strategy and vision and 
how they are connected but also on the cultural context that this product 
is being placed in. This is an appreciation that the cultural language has 
to be mastered in order to make the connection between the strategy, 
design and form. It is therefore of the utmost importance how Sverdrup-
Jensen communicates with the CEO of the client company.  
“Typically we talk to the people with decision-making powers, the CEO 
or the board. […] We have really bad experiences with people lower 
down in the organization” (Sverdrup- Jensen, interview 2). (Hvad går 
galt, når de taler med folk længere nede i organisationen?) 
Sverdrup-Jensen did, however, not mention what went wrong when 
talking to people lower down the organization. The point validates, 
though, the indications of the workshop illustrated in Chapter 5. 
Sverdrup-Jensen also points to the importance of understanding the 
client. He stresses that it is not just a matter of talking to the client but 
also being able to observe their showroom, their production facilities 
and their offices and to decode all of the artefacts that indicates what 
kind of people are working in this organization.    
The design interpretation that is expressed by the CEO (Sverdrup-
Jensen) of Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen is therefore a deep 
understanding and integration of actually all the aspects of the Design 
Compass (as illustrated in Figure 36).  
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Figure 36: Design Compass for Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen 
 
Source: Own work 
Two aspects of the design interpretation are particularly dominant at 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen – ‘art’ and ‘culture’. 
Although the company creates industrial design it uses the product as a 
mediator for establishing a connection between the product and the 
strategic visions for the client.  
“We can transform your strategies into physical products” (Sverdrup-
Jensen). 
This illustrates the key significance of form in the development of 
design as illustrated in the Design Compass, and even when working 
with the extended and broad term of design form is of the utmost 
importance. 
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Focus of design integration: One of the focus areas for Seidenfaden 
Design Copenhagen when integrating design is minimisation of client 
risk.  
“We are reducing the risk for clients by offering to facilitate multiple 
stages of the value chain. Not only do we develop the design concept; 
we also produce and deliver, which means that we now bring a product 
to market rather than merely provide a design, which minimises the 
client’s risk” (Sverdrup-Jensen).  
Because Seidenfaden Design has such a fine-tuned understanding of the 
aspects of design the director can say: 
“…we can reduce the risk because for us there is no risk…” (Sverdrup-
Jensen, Interview 2) 
This view of risk minimisation is a global one for companies working 
with design. During an interview I made with Professor David Kelley, 
founder of IDEO and the creator of d.School, the Hasso Plattner 
Institute of Design at Stanford University, he explained that a company 
has to hire business designers in order to make its customers less 
insecure.  
“We have to put price tags on everything” (Kelley – meeting at d.school 
2013)  
What Kelley here refers to is the idea that consultants like Seidenfaden 
should take the development of their offerings to their clients so far, that 
they not only produce them and provide them with packaging, but also 
most literally make them ready for distribution and selling.  
The person responsible for “adding price tags” at Seidenfaden Design 
Copenhagen is Sverdrup-Jensen. Therefore his role as a communicator 
inside and outside the organization is crucial for design integration in 
the client’s company. 
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Barriers and drivers:   
Although Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen has successfully integrated 
design there have been problems with regard to the artistic view of 
design held by the designers of the company.  
“If you want to express your own feelings you should go to art school; 
we do something different here” [..] “To begin with, you need to be 
open, but when you go down the funnel and make some decisions, 
remember it is professional counselling. If we give the client too much 
leeway to decide, e.g. colours and shape... […] that does not work” 
(Sverdrup-Jensen, interview 2). 
In my observations, there are – or have been – one key barrier to design 
integration at Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen. The employees have to 
be able to ignore their own feelings concerning a product and wear, 
what Sverdrup-Jensen calls, “professional glasses.”  
“Why am I here and how can I make a living from this profession?” 
(Sverdrup-Jensen, interview 2).  
Thus, there is a change from just making products to selling knowledge 
about how the strategic values of a company can be transformed into 
products. Sverdrup-Jensen is acutely aware that his company possesses 
the design knowledge that many of its competitors lack.   
“You can view us as a consultancy just like a consulting engineer or a 
legal adviser” (Interview, Sverdrup).  
It shows its clients how to be innovative and confident by being creative 
on their behalf. If Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen has a vision of being 
more than a consultancy a next step could be to start teaching and 
selling how they do what they do.  
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Reflections on the design infusion company 
Although Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen can be categorized as a 
company that manages design via ‘design infusion’, there are also 
some specific design management considerations that are relevant to 
mention. The focus on and deep understanding of form and in 
particular of industrial design were of key importance to the 
company’s ability to create links between strategic elements and 
tangible features in the product.  
However, Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen may also be blinded by 
having product design as the focal activity. All of the examples 
illustrated by the CEO Sverdrup-Jensen were concerned with the 
product, whether it was producing a set of kitchen utensils for 
Rosendahl, or a salt and pepper grinder for Weber. Not once did he 
mention that they had challenged the client in the way that I 
observed the design consultants do in the workshop referred to in 
Chapter 5.  
Thus, when viewing design infusion from a design management 
perspective there seems to be two different kinds of infusion – one 
dominated by a deep design integration linked to a product and to 
the current strategic issues – and another (the design management 
consultants in the workshop) that is more focused on challenging the 
existing way of viewing the business.  
Further research should focus more on design infusion, because a 
further understanding of these companies can help us learn more 
about ways to practice good design management.    
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6.2.2 Bench – a step 3 company  
Bench was established in 1950 as a manufacturer 
and retailer of bicycle racks. Today Bench 
focuses on “Enriching Urban Life” through its 
values of being innovative, dynamic and 
accountable. Bicycle racks are still part of the 
product portfolio, but a wider selection of products, such as outdoor 
furniture for public areas, public refuse containers, and indoor and 
outdoor lighting, has been added due to the company’s focus on 
“Enriching Urban Life.” In 2008 Bench bought the company Lampas, a 
leading Danish producer of outdoor lamps, since management felt that 
the two companies complemented each other. The merger was expected 
to provide advantages across several areas such as sales and 
procurement. Today, the new company has about 120 employees. Bench 
is placed on stage 3 on the Design Ladder and currently has a design 
policy. 
 
6.2.2.1 More developed design interpretation 
It was the Sales & Marketing Director supported by the 
Communications Manager who considered participating in the design 
integration offerings from D2i and the PhD project. The Sales & 
Marketing Director decided to take part in the PhD project, but he 
would then decide later whether Bench wanted to participate in D2i. 
Therefore the Sales & Marketing Director was the key actor making 
design integration decisions in Bench. Due to Bench’s collaboration 
with architects and designers the top management of the company 
already has a thorough understanding of design integration.  
The design managers at Bench are called the Product Market Managers 
coordinating the new products, the projects, and the relationship to the 
 Low 
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program 
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to design 
program 
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designers. In the following the design interpretations of the Sales and 
Marketing Director and the Product Market Managers are made24. 
The Sales and Marketing Director has a solid understanding of design, 
and possibly due to his academic background one of the first questions 
he asked during the interview was about the etymology of the word 
‘design’. As I would not reveal the etymology for him due to the bias it 
might cause, he turned to the computer and googled ‘design’ and found 
that it has two components ‘de’ and ‘sign’, literally to ‘mark out’. This 
little story illustrates the Sales and Managing Director’s way of 
thinking; he does not just guess what design is but wants to have a 
qualified answer. He has a very analytical view of design, which leads 
to a problem-oriented focus on design.  
“Design is first and foremost the result of a cognitive process where one 
or more people wish to create something that has a utility value” (Sales 
and Marketing Director).    
And 
“Design must have a purpose, where someone has really thought it 
through all the way resulting in an outcome (Sales and Marketing 
Director). 
The focus on the cognitive process illustrates some understanding of the 
‘reflection in action’ direction in the design compass and that design can 
have focus on a ‘process’. The focus on utility value illustrates an 
understanding of the ‘making sense’ aspect of the Design Compass. 
The Sales & Marketing Director does, however, also express a 
frustration that design is difficult to delimit (Sales & Marketing 
Director, interview 2) but despite of that Bench has begun to articulate 
design in everyday life in the organization. This articulation has also 
                                      
24 The Communication Manager is not included in the analysis because she does not have the decision power to 
initiate a design program. However, it should be noticed that she influences the Sales and Marketing Managers with 
regard to what is design and therefore she will occasionally being referred to. 
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been at the top management level. An example he used as illustration 
was when the top management discussed different design proposals to 
evaluate if the proposal for a new piece of furniture were good or bad 
design and if it was beneficial. This example illustrates that he has a key 
focus on the ‘design disciplines’ and the designer.   
 
Figure 37: The Design Compass for Sales and Marketing Director at Bench 
 
Source: Own work 
Therefore the following Design Compass (Figure 37) could be drawn on 
the Sales and Marketing Director with a focus on the process of 
disciplines, problem solving, reflection in action, and making sense.  
The Design Compass was, however, not as straightforward to make as it 
may sound. For example the user perspective is quite dominant with the 
Sales and Marketing Director, but he links the perspective to marketing 
and not to design. Therefore it is not marked in the Design Compass part 
of his design interpretation. The problem is that there seems to be 
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overlaps between design and marketing – indications also found in 
Chapter 5.    
The people working with design integration in the company are the 
product market managers, who have daily communication with the 
designers and top management. Thus they are the connection between 
the operational level and the strategic level in the company, but they are 
also the liaison between the development, the production, and the sales 
and marketing departments. Due to a close relationship to the designers 
they are also interpreting design as being closely related to the 
designers. Therefore design is interpreted as a ‘discipline’ despite the 
silent design integration (the grey directions in Figure 38) the company 
practices every day. The term ‘silent design’ has not yet been described 
in this thesis, and therefore it needs an explanation. Silent design is:  
“Design by people who are not aware that they are participating in a 
design activity” (Gorb & Dumas, 1987, p. 150).  
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Figure 38: The Design Compass for the Product Market Managers at 
Bench 
 
Source: Own work 
 
Silent design is relevant; because it explains why it is difficult to 
understand what design is and how difficult it is to integrate design. 
Further analysis is necessary to fully map the silent design in Bench, 
because an awareness of the silent design could help promote additional 
integration of design into the company.  
The focus of design integration has been to change from making 
bicycle racks to “Enriching Urban Life.” Thus Bench has changed their 
use of design from design as a noun to a verb. Barriers for design 
integration: The barriers for design integration were a lack of 
knowledge of the company’s expanded inventory.  
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“No sales person can be knowledgeable about all aspects of all our 
products, so now we have specialists” (Product Market Manager - 
interview). 
Since Bench is now selling products that affect a wide spectrum of 
urban life, the sales associates need to educate themselves in order to 
gain a broader knowledge base, and changing the focus from bicycle 
racks to ‘urban life’ does not happen overnight.  
Figure 39: Summary of issues for Bench 
Starting point Bench 
Specific issues Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
Sales & Marketing Director, 
Product Market Manager (PMM) 
What is the design 
interpretation? 
Sales & Marketing Director and 
Communications Manager: 
understand many directions of the 
design compass 
PMM: Design as discipline, but a 
lot of silent design 
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
- Change from product to concept 
(“enriching urban life”) 
Barriers - Broad knowledge necessary 
among sales people 
- Analytical focus 
 
6.2.2.2 Low dedication to the design program 
Bench has participated in a few of the D2i activities, but has decided to 
await the results of this PhD thesis before deciding on further 
involvement in D2i.  
Although Bench decided not to participate in the programme it is 
relevant to observe that it does not mean that that the company is not 
using design to accelerate its business. Rather it has chosen a primarily 
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incremental approach, illustrated in the quote from the Sales and 
Marketing Director:  
“Everyone in the organization is free to come up with crazy solutions 
within the bench…”  (Sales & Marketing Director, interview) 
… in the same way designers are used to develop new but incremental 
innovations. 
“Many of our designers are classic… […]… they are actually not that 
ambitious in the art direction.” (Communication Manager, interview) 
Bench’s design policy was formulated with assistance from a design 
agency initiated from the top management. The final words and details 
of the design policy were also decided by top management. (Sales & 
Marketing Director, interview). 
Design research (Candi, 2010) indicates that companies that use overt 
design (the opposite of silent design) are better at attracting new 
customers. Therefore a driver to integrate design to the next step at 
Bench could be to transform silent design into overt design.  
The Bench case raises new relevant questions: Are companies that are 
used to working with designers and who have a design discipline 
interpretation more reluctant to integrate new directions of design due to 
the dominating hold in one direction? There are indications within the 
Bench case that this could happen. 
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6.2.3 Easyfood – a step 3 company 
Easyfood produces different kinds of baked 
goods primarily to retailers. The company was 
founded in the year 2000, when the current CEO 
Flemming Paasch, Peder Christensen and Jimmy 
Nielsen25 predicted that the traditional baker 
would gain a larger share of the retail market, because he or she could 
make quick deliveries combined with superior craftsmanship. The 
founders of Easyfood therefore saw an opportunity to develop a 
company focussing on quality systems that contributed the same 
uniform quality but where the delivery time was significantly shorter 
than at industrial bakeries. First and foremost, though, the quality of the 
products from the small bakery had to be maintained. Easyfood’s 
culture and its core values include an informal tone, emphasis on 
quality, responsiveness, willingness to change and take risks, 
perseverance, and 100% honesty. The company’s vision is as follows;  
“Easyfood wants to be the preferred partner within our business area.” 
(www.easyfood.dk) 
(www.easyfood.dk) 
Easyfood is a small and medium-sized company. Fifty percent of the 
employees have advanced degrees, 50% do not. They have had a ‘high 
dedication to the design programme’ combined with a ‘more developed 
design integration’.  
 
6.2.3.1 The starting point – prior to the design programme 
When I first met Easyfood in April 2011 the company had been working 
with design on several occasions. The CEO was quite aware of the shift 
from being a product to being a service company.  
                                      
25 Peder Christensen and Jimmy Nielsen are no longer with the company, but they both had experience with the 
food business.   
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The company is placed on step 3 on the Design Ladder but deciding 
Easyfood’s place on the Design Ladder was problematic, because the 
CEO and the middle manager did not agree on where on the Ladder they 
should be placed. 
“I would say that we are somewhere between step 3 and step 4” (CEO, 
Easyfood).  
However, the Innovation Manager placed the company on step 3: 
“I believe that you (the CEO) feel in your head that we are very close to 
step 4 because you have a very clear notion of what design is; but in my 
opinion design is not really integrated in the organization, because 
when you (CEO) talk about it I find it interesting, but you are probably 
the only one who sees things this way (Innovation Manager, Easyfood).  
Hence, there are indications that a broad understanding of the nuances 
of design across all levels of the organization is required in order for the 
company to be placed on step 4 on the Design Ladder.  
The main actors are three middle managers – including the Innovation 
Manager – who manage the task of integrating design into the 
organization for the rest of the employees. However, the CEO is also a 
key actor because even though he thinks he knows what design is, and 
what contributions it makes, this view of design may not include the 
whole Design Compass. In addition, Easyfood has a flat organization, 
which means that the CEO influences and interacts with the employees 
on the operational level. Therefore he will also have an impact on the 
initiatives being integrated in Easyfood. A further analysis of the design 
interpretation is therefore relevant. 
Easyfood has considerable experience with user-driven innovation. 
Therefore the CEO’s interpretation of design is closely linked to that 
concept:  
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“I think design is closely associated with user-driven innovation, and 
the way we work with our innovation process  – the way we collect 
knowledge and information, which is then transformed into new 
products,[…] – may also be connected with the creation of ideas for 
new products, […] the way designers work, and the way they find their 
inspiration” (CEO, Easyfood).  
Thus, the CEO has a broad view of design linked to process, methods, 
disciplines, problem-solving and users – a user focus being the most 
dominant (Figure 40).   
 
Figure 40: The Design Compass for the CEO at Easyfood 
 
The CEO also has an awareness of the word ‘design thinking’ and the 
connection to strategy: 
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“We have not written design thinking into our strategy, but we come 
very close through the way we work with our culture in the company“ 
(CEO, Easyfood).  
The CEO added that when the term ‘design thinking’ emerged, an old 
issue was revived i.e. that designers cannot accept that design is also 
strategic management; their perception of design was associated with 
forming (CEO, Easyfood).    
This discussion is relevant because the literature review of design (see 
chapter 4) revealed that ‘form’ and ‘forming’ are some of the key 
elements of design, but the forming and the form change when viewed 
in a business design context. The material is not necessarily post-it 
notes, glass or leather etc. but all of the elements of the company such as 
the employees, the visual elements (e.g. logos, symbols, systems etc.) or 
even the organizational structure. This is also one of the reasons why 
design management literature claims that design and business models 
are now closely linked (see Chapter 3).  
The Innovation Manager of Easyfood, in contrast to the CEO, is not 
aware of the many design nuances, but she has an open mind.  
“It (design) can be the product but also the whole concept. […] the 
atmosphere around the product is also important, e.g. on the gas station 
(where Easyfood sells its bakery products), if they do something that 
supports the product” (Innovation Manager, Easyfood).  
The Innovation Manager understands form but also the change in design 
from a noun to a verb. Furthermore, she links design to development 
and the process. Although she works with innovation she is not 
judgmental and does not question the definition of design compared to 
innovation, which could be expected due to her position in the company. 
Rather she has an open mind on how design can make a contribution at 
Easyfood.  
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Figure 41: The Design Compass for the Innovation Manager at Easyfood 
 
Source: Own work 
 
The Innovation Manager is largely in the preliminary stage of 
understanding design and mainly interprets design as a discipline and a 
form (Figure 41)  
Focus on design integration: Easyfood participates in numerous 
activities always striving to be in the forefront of the development 
within the food business (Innovation Manager). Therefore educating the 
middle managers and employees in the various aspects of design is one 
of the areas Easyfood has to focus on.   
One of the activities the company plans to participate in is 
Design2innovate (D2i). D2i is a collaborative project between the 
University of Southern Denmark, Design School Kolding, and other 
local, public and private partners. D2i offers design consultancies, 
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workshops, education, networking, and lectures based on practical and 
research knowledge (www.design2innovate.dk). 
However, Easyfood had already taken some preliminary initiatives 
concerning design working with the innovation agency Hatch & Bloom 
and with chefs. 
“They (Hatch & Bloom and the chef) told us we have some amazing 
products that taste good, but they look like cheap fast food” (CEO, 
Easyfood).  
Thus, it was not enough to make products that tasted good, but the 
product also had to be visually appealing.  
Despite the change in focus from product to concept and the values that 
the product signalled, Easyfood still needed to understand how design 
could be applied within the organization. 
 
Barriers and drivers for design integration: 
“We don’t have the money to hire designers in-house” (CEO, 
Easyfood).  
Although this was the statement I heard at the first interview with the 
CEO the company still decided to employ a chef working on concepts 
for Easyfood. Because no designers were employed, there was a belief 
that Easyfood could integrate design by educating the employees. Hence 
some of the employees were taking on some of the typical roles of a 
designer. 
Table 9: Summary of Easyfood – starting point 
Specific issues Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
Middle managers and CEO 
What is the design Styling, form, disciplines, meaning  
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interpretation? 
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
-Design Education of employees 
-Participating in many different 
activities 
-User involvement 
Barriers - Lack of resources 
-Design interpretation, middle 
managers. 
 
6.2.3.2 The next stage for Easyfood – after the design programme 
Through participation in several design activities, such as a design camp 
at Design School Kolding the Innovation Manager gained a growing 
awareness of the nuances of design. After the design camp the 
Innovation Manager told the Kolding School of Design: 
”I believe that designers make innovation three-dimensional. They add 
an extra dimension which regular developers don’t“ (Innovation 
Manager, Easyfood, in publication by Dalby, 2013, p. 19). 
Thus, there was a clear change for the Innovation Manager and the way 
she interpreted design in that she now had a better understanding of the 
diverse aspects of design.  
The main actors: Due to the Innovation Manager changing her design 
interpretation the next step is to involve the other two middle managers 
as well as the rest of the employees. I therefore examined the design 
interpretation of some of the production workers. It should be noted that 
the interviews with these production workers were conducted around the 
same time as the interviews with the Innovation Manager. However, I 
chose to focus on the change in interpretation of the middle manager, 
and therefore there are only two interviews with the production workers. 
These two interviews do, however, give some indications of the 
production workers’ possible interpretations of design, but the results 
should not be viewed as a blueprint for how all the production workers 
interpret design. The interviews with the two production workers 
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validated the indications from Chapter 5 and the indication from 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen that top management must be the 
primary focus when changing design integration.   
Design interpretation (for production workers): Both production 
workers have a narrow interpretation of design: 
“Design is all the new things they (management) try to do. […]. I think 
of clothing, when I hear the word design. (P1, Easyfood) 
And 
“Design has something to do with things looking nice, and we have 
considered how it should look. It is definitely something visual.” (P2, 
Easyfood) 
Thus, both of the production workers view design as form and getting 
new ideas. In addition, neither of the production workers believes that 
design is used in their department – the production department (P1, P2).    
Further research is necessary in order to learn how design is integrated 
in the production department, but also to understand how many of the 
employees on the operational level need to understand and integrate 
design. For instance, should Easyfood educate production workers in all 
design directions of the Design Compass, or is it sufficient that only 
some of the production staff have an understanding of design 
integration?   
 
Focus of design integration: The next step in design integration in 
Easyfood is integrating design into the whole organization, a process 
that has now been initiated. It is a complex task, however, because 
design integration is often a ‘reflection in action’ process, and therefore 
it is hardly possible to present a formula for how design should be 
integrated operationally. Nonetheless, an innovation camp has been 
established creating meaning in the production, and production workers 
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are now collecting information about consumers’ needs and preferences. 
These are, however, part of an innovation focus and not a design 
integration focus, although specific design initiatives within the 
organization have been taken after the period of analysis for this thesis.  
There is no doubt that further research on this process will reveal how 
Easyfood will approach this barrier of design integration on the 
operational level, and questions such as: How does design integration 
differ from organizational change or cultural change? Do the employees 
need to be aware of the nuances of design to the same extent as the 
middle managers? arose from the analysis of Easyfood.  
 
Figure 42: Summary for Easyfood – the next stage with focus on 
production workers 
Next stage  Easyfood 
Specific issues Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
The rest of the organization in 
particular (the two middle managers 
and) the production workers 
What is design 
interpretation? 
Design is a discipline (fashion) and 
new ideas 
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
-Innovation initiatives 
currently in progress 
 
Barriers -Production workers have limited 
understanding of the directions of 
the Design Compass 
 
Drivers -Organizational culture  
-Flat organization 
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To sum up: Easyfood is still on step 3 of the Design Ladder but due to 
the open culture and curiosity about design resulting in a more nuanced 
Design Compass for middle managers they are very close to changing 
their position to step 4. Further drivers that could change the position on 
the Design Ladder for Easyfood are described in the comparative 
analysis in section 6.3. With regard to Dumas & Mintzberg’s model I 
will point to the fact that Easyfood has deliberately decided not to have 
a design function in the sense of a formal department. However, they are 
very keen to educate the employees in understanding and using design. 
The question is whether they can change their position in the model 
‘five ways to manage design’ from being a programme to direct 
‘infusion’ in their management of design.  
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6.2.4 JS Food – a step 2 company 
In the case description of this company its name 
and the names of the involved executives have 
been changed due to privacy considerations. JS 
Food was founded in Denmark and is still 
located here. The company is a family business 
now represented by the third generation; the CEO is referred to as Mr 
Johnson. He owns the company today together with a partner, here 
referred to as Mr Smith, who is not part of the family. In this case the 
focus will be primarily on Johnson, because he is the person particularly 
interested in new ideas and product development, whereas Smith is 
more focused on sales. JS Food produces and sells juice26 and was the 
first on the market to sell organic juices in Denmark. JS Food has won 
several innovation prices, but despite its seemingly innovative image the 
company was hit hard by the recent economic crisis. Hence JS Food is 
now open to new ways of differentiating the company, not only for the 
end user but also for the retail companies that choose JS Food for their 
shelves. 
JS Food is a small and medium-sized company with just over 60 
employees. It had signed up to participate in the DDC Design and 
Innovation Programme but cancelled at the last minute. I was interested 
in the reason for the cancellation, and in addition the DDC consultant 
informed me that JS Food was interested in having design management 
students help the company with some projects. The person responsible 
for the communication, here called Jensen, was the driving force behind 
the idea of design management students, so I set up a meeting with 
Johnson, Smith and Jensen in order to discuss the possibilities of 
integrating design into the company. 
 
                                      
26 The product JS Food sell has been also changed for privacy reasons  
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6.2.4.1 The starting point for JS Food 
Mr Johnson placed JS Food on step 2 on the Design Ladder. After 
observing and interviewing Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard of DDC and 
studying the design literature I was convinced that the key question for 
JS Food – as for all companies – is: why are we (the company) here, and 
what are we really selling? 
My question was: 
 “If you are not selling juice, what are you selling?” 
“We sell juice,” Smith promptly replied. 
Johnson, however, replied:  
“We should be open to new ways of seeing things.” 
Thus I quickly realized a difference in the degree of openness between 
the two CEOs, which may be caused by their different focuses in the 
company (Smith on sales and Johnson on product development). After 
some discussion Johnson said,  
“We should sell juice in a new way.” 
Still Johnson’s main focus was on the product. Hence there was a need 
to change the emphasis of design from a noun to a verb – like the cell 
phone example in Chapter 4. It is no longer ‘a cell phone’ but ‘cell 
phoning’, which is in focus. Similarly the terminology in this case 
should be changed from ‘juice’ to ‘the experience of juicing’.  
In the following the key actors, design interpretation, the focus of the 
design integration, and the barriers for design integration are analysed. 
 
The key actors: The key actor in this case is the CEO and owner of JS 
Food, Mr Johnson. He is the heart and soul of JS Food and has a passion 
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for the product he sells. However, Smith is also a key actor, but since he 
views design as styling and associated with development, he only 
attends one meeting. When Kjerkegaard invited the company to the 
DDC innovation camp Johnson and the product developer Mr Nielsen 
were asked to participate. In addition, Johnson’s belief that “the leader 
carries the company” is so dominant that Johnson rightly can be viewed 
as the key actor for design integration at JS Food.  
However, for Johnson the key actors, in terms of design integration, are 
the retailers.  
“Once we have developed a relationship to the purchasers and the 
retailer then we can decide to reorganize, then we could start all over”  
(Johnson). 
Thus, the retailers are viewed as a barrier for design integration, but 
according to the DDC consultant, retailers will only change their view 
of JS Food when the company changes its perspective away from a pure 
product focus (Interview, Kjerkegaard). Therefore Johnson is the key 
actor for integrating design.  
 
Design interpretation: JS Food has incorporated a substantial amount 
of silent design, (see section 6.2.2 about silent design), and Johnson is 
clearly not aware of all of JS Food’s design efforts, when he defines the 
company as being on stage two on the Design Ladder.  
“We have no process” (Johnson).  
This was his answer when asked about the company’s development 
process.  
“We develop from idea to product in sometimes three weeks” 
(Johnson).  
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The company apparently has a ‘reflection in action’ process that 
changes each time a product is developed. Therefore ‘reflection in 
action’ is one of the directions of the Design Compass for JS Food (see 
Figure 42) 
In addition, Johnson has an understanding of the culture of the industry 
that is associated with taste and new trends with the consumers. 
Therefore Johnson does not see any risk in his product and does not 
understand why the retail buyers do not see this emerging trend as well. 
However, the buyers will never develop such a fine-tuned understanding 
of the consumers’ needs with regard to juice, because they have many 
other products to buy. Hence the perceived risk for the buyer is much 
higher than for Johnson, who can only look at the communication of the 
company that says “We sell juice.” 
Figure 43: The Design Compass for JS Food – top management 
 
Source: Own work 
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The retailer is concerned about the user, but JS Food is not. Once the 
company participated in a project about users, but it did not work as 
intended, so user needs are no longer one of the company’s priorities. 
Design is interpreted as an add-on to the production process just before 
a product is launched.  
 
Focus of design integration: The focus of design integration was to let 
JS Food understand the value and the importance of participating in the 
DDC Innovation Programme. In addition, it was invited to take part in 
the Design2innovate project, but JS Food declined both. 
However, the company did accept my invitation to participate in this 
PhD study and also in the next meeting where Kjerkegaard was invited 
as well.  
I decided to set up the meeting with Kjerkegaard and Johnson because I 
knew that Kjerkegaard was used to changing design leaders’ perception 
of design interpretation and that she was particularly good at using cases 
and examples in her persuasion.   
Barriers for design integration: From JS Food’s point of view the 
barrier for design integration was the retailers, but according to 
Kjerkegaard the company’s focus on product was the key barrier. An 
additional barrier was the lack of time and the ability of the person 
involved to move fast, to be action-oriented and be a self-starter. 
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Figure 44: Summing up the starting point for JS Food 
Starting point JS Food 
Specific issues Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
CEO, Johnson 
What is the design 
interpretation? 
Styling, form, disciplines 
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
-User focus in general on the 
programme  
-Seeing the value of design and 
accepting design initiatives such as 
DDC Innovation program or D2i 
Barriers - Understood only a small fraction 
of the Design Compass 
- A preconceived notion of design 
- Retailers 
- Time and money resources 
 
 
6.2.4.2 Next stage for JS Food – the visit by the consultant 
Although the first two meetings had resulted in an acceptance from 
Johnson to participate in the PhD project he still lacked knowledge of 
the nuances of design in the Design Compass. The cancellation of the 
firm’s participation in the DDC Innovation Programme and the impact 
of case examples pointed to the necessity of inviting Kjerkegaard to JS 
Food.  
 
The main actors: The main actor is Johnson. Without his 
understanding and commitment to design, integration of design is not 
possible. The design management consultant, however, is also a key 
actor influencing the CEO (see Figure 45).  
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Figure 45: Key actors for design integration for JS Food
 
Source: Own work 
JS Food has previously worked with designers regarding packaging of 
its juice. However, Johnson is not quite satisfied with the results. With 
his knowledge of the industry culture Johnson can see that the 
packaging is wrong, but he lacks the skills to communicate with the 
designer.  
“I question if she (the external designer) understands what I tell her” 
and “We realize that the communication with the designer went wrong” 
(Johnson).  
The design management consultant explains the need for a debriefing 
from the designer, but also a need for Johnson to not only communicate 
‘product’ but rather ‘experience’.  
“She is not good at transforming our new products, but she is good at 
what we already do. But I simply don’t understand what she wants to 
communicate” (Johnson).  
The design management consultant explains that a strategic designer 
(SD) would be able to correctly brief the designer, because the SD 
would focus on “why” and connect that to the product.  
CEO 
DDC 
consultant 
Designer 
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Design interpretation: At the end of the third meeting the design 
interpretation had changed to not only thinking about the product, but 
also about how design could make sense in the communication process 
to the designer and to the retailers.  
Figure 46: The Design Compass for the CEO at JS Food after the meeting  
 
Source: Own work 
Johnson had changed his perception of design, but since Smith did not 
participate in two of the three meetings the risk of Smith retaining his 
narrow design interpretation was present. JS Food still has the focus on 
juice and not the experience of juicing, and it illustrates how important 
it is to involve the entire top management in design interpretation. 
Although Johnson is an entrepreneurial person having understood the 
new nuances of the Design Compass, the design integration within the 
organization will take time – time that is spent on sales and developing 
new products rather than on setting strategic values and implementing 
these within the company.    
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The lack of design integration within the organization means that JS 
Food stays on step 2 of the Design Ladder. Johnson himself, however, 
has changed his position on the Design Ladder, because he is beginning 
to see the possibilities of the new interpretations of design and the 
connection to the product development process.  
 
The focus of design integration: The future focus should therefore be 
on teaching the employees the nuances of design and setting the 
strategic values for JS Food. With the help of a strategic designer or 
design manager the strategic values should be expressed in the visual 
communication.  
 
The barriers and drivers: Johnson is a key figure in JS Food with a 
passion for creating new products. However, this passion for creating 
new products also means the organization is sometimes forgotten.  
“Your food laboratories can help you create an innovative culture in the 
organization, so it’s not only you who is innovative.” (Kjerkegaard). 
Johnson replies: 
“Yes and this is probably one of our weaknesses” and “…people don’t 
think as I do, and I am not sure they need to” (Johnson). 
However, Johnson also stresses that; 
“We can do much more than what is currently displayed on the shelf in 
the supermarket” (Johnson) 
According to Kjerkegaard the next step for JS Food is therefore to 
answer the question: If you are not selling juice, then what are you 
selling? Thus, JS Food has to communicate to all stakeholders not only 
what they sell but how and why they sell it (Kjerkegaard).  
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In the period after the meetings with JS Food, a new CEO has been 
appointed in order for Johnson to focus on new product development. 
This could also be a new possibility to work on the communication and 
the values in the company.   
Figure 47: Summary for the next stage for JS Food 
Specific research 
questions 
Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
CEO Johnson, Sales Director Smith 
What is the design 
interpretation? 
Styling, form, disciplines, meaning  
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
-Design should be integrated into 
the organization.  
-Setting strategic values 
-Integrating strategic values into the 
visual communication.  
Barriers -The innovative culture is primarily 
represented by Johnson. 
- Retailers 
- Time and money resources. 
 
To sum up: JS Food has started to change its position on the Design 
Ladder by expanding the design interpretation in additional directions 
on the Design Compass. This change in awareness for the CEO at JS 
Food should, however, be supplemented with initiatives teaching the 
organization about the different design directions. A first step could be 
an extension in the design interpretation for the middle managers but 
also for the CEO.  
Relating the results of JS Food and placing the company’s management 
of design within the model of Dumas & Mintzberg is not 
straightforward, simply because they are not aware of their use of 
design. However, based on the strong drive from the CEO Johnson, I 
will argue that the fragments of design that they possess are that of a 
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‘design champion’. Design is informal with processes that are adapted 
to the project at hand. Johnson is what Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) call 
the ‘patron’. He is a ‘design champion’ within his field in that designing 
juices is not only a passion but also a capability to be the first on the 
market with new innovation due to his sense of what the future brings.  
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6.2.5 Specifik – a step 2 company 
We have already met Specifik at a workshop 
(See Chapter 5). It is a company specialising in 
outplacement, i.e. offering counselling and career 
services to people who have been made 
redundant. The company’s mission is to create 
good employees for the labour market and good places of employment 
for job seekers. When I first met Specifik the company’s vision was 
vague and elusive: 
 “We strive to be the leading provider of quality, working systematically 
to solve our clients’ problems. 
We strive to create results in a human, flexible, friendly and cheerful 
environment. 
We strive to be at the forefront of method development and research.”  
The company has approximately 26 employees. In April 2012 the CEO 
and the marketing and development coordinator (MDC) participated in 
the DDC Innovation Programme (see Chapter 5). In the subsequent 
analysis I follow Specifik from the first meeting with DDC consultants 
at the DDC Innovation Programme (in April 2012) and the follow-up 
meeting after the workshop (in July 2012).  
The reason for only analysing these two activities is that after the events 
the CEO and the MDC at Specifik understood the uniqueness of design 
as a separate discipline, and this change in their view of design meant 
that their position on the Design Ladder changed from step 2 to 3. 
 
6.2.5.1 The starting point for Specifik – prior to the design programme 
Prior to the participation of the CEO and the MDC of Specifik in the 
DDC Innovation Programme the company had been working on its 
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interpretation 
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vision and what its focus should be in the future. The purpose of my 
study was to analyse how the two participants changed or did not 
change their views of design integration.  
The key actors: According to the DDC consultant Dorthe Fevejle 
Kjerkegaard it is of the utmost importance to have the commitment of 
the CEO as well as the middle manager when initiating design 
integration. Therefore changing the CEO’s and the MDC’s perception of 
design was a key prerequisite for design integration.  
The key actors in the case of Specifik were the CEO, the MDC and the 
DDC consultant. In addition, the DDC consultant was a key actor whose 
task it was to convince the two participants that design was more than 
styling. However, due to the setup of the DDC Innovation Programme a 
fourth actor participated in the programme, namely the designer. At the 
end of the DDC Programme the participants were coupled with 
designers selected by the match maker. The match maker is a person 
who finds the right type of designer for companies, because finding the 
right designer can be a complex task. The actors are illustrated in Figure 
48. 
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Figure 48: Key actors in the DDC Innovation Programme with Specifik 
 
Source: Own work 
 
Design interpretation: The study of Specifik was based on 
observations of the relationship between the DDC consultant, the CEO 
and the MDC. None of them specifically said that “to me design is…” 
but when studying their statements it was possible to read their 
interpretation of design. In the following the language and demeanour of 
each of the actors from Specifik are analysed in order to reveal their 
view of design. 
Both the CEO and the MDC were on step 2 on the Design Ladder, 
which was their own placing. They were both referring to the 
company’s web-page that needed improvements, and the MDC had 
prepared a particular task for the designers in the form of some 
brochures that needed to be updated. The CEO had an open approach to 
design and was willing to learn, which could be seen in her response in 
conversations with the word “Yes”, and she showed genuine interest in 
this, for her, new area of design. 
CEO MDC 
DDC 
consultant 
Designer Match maker 
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The MDC has a degree in marketing. At first glance she was open to 
new ways of looking at things, but in discussions with the DDC 
consultant she used the word “but” several times, and her body language 
was much more reserved.  
From the outset both of the Specifik managers viewed design as styling; 
with regard to the Design Compass they considered design to be a 
discipline and form (see Figure 48). Remember their initial request was 
for input to their webpage in Chapter 5. 
 
Figure 49: The Design Compass for Specifik - starting point 
 
Source: Own work 
One purpose of design integration is to transform customer knowledge 
into business concepts (information from DDC Innovation Programme). 
Thus the focus was to teach the participants about the value of user 
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involvement, and the DDC consultant’s emphasis was on the user aspect 
of design (see Figure 50). 
  
Figure 50: The focus of the DDC consultant in the Design Compass  
 
Source: Own work 
At the DDC Innovation Programme Specifik did not have the 
opportunity to work on the form segment in connection with the user, 
and that might be the reason why the MDC had problems distinguishing 
design from marketing.   
Further description of Specifik at the workshop can be found in Chapter 
5; hence I go directly to the summary of the issues for Specifik. 
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Figure 51: Summary of Specifik – the starting point 
Starting point  
Specific research 
questions 
Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
CEO, MDC, consultant, designer 
(and, partly, the match maker) 
What is design 
interpretation? 
Styling, form, disciplines 
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
-User focus in general at the 
programme  
-Designer 1: Short listening time – 
strategic design  
-Designer 2: Listening time longer – 
provoking action from Specifik 
followed by small examples of 
previous work. 
Barriers - Resembled marketing 
- Understood only a small fraction 
of the Design Compass 
- A need for control  
- A preconceived notion of design 
 
All in all, the barriers were a lack of distinction between marketing and 
design, a lack of understanding of what design is, a need for control, and 
a preconceived notion of design and the problems it could solve. These 
results are summarised in Figure 51. 
 
6.2.5.2 The next stage for Specifik – the design programme 
In the period between the DDC Innovation Programme and the meeting, 
Specifik lost in public bidding rounds to companies with a stronger 
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brand image. Therefore, Specifik is now even more interested and open 
to improving the brand image of the company through design. 
The issues are the same focussing on actors, design interpretation by the 
actors, design integration, and barriers and drivers of design integration. 
In the following they will be analysed in that order.  
Key actors: After the DDC Innovation Programme a meeting was held 
where Dorthe Feveile Kjerkegaard, the DDC consultant, participated 
together with design and brand management consultant Claus 
Gramstrup. Again the CEO and the MDC from Specifik were present. 
Design interpretation: During that meeting the Specifik participants 
acquired a much better understanding of design interpretation and 
subsequently changed their perception from viewing design as styling to 
seeing design as being strategic in the sense that the mission and vision 
statements had to be connected to each element of the company. In 
order to really understand this change in design interpretation we need 
to focus on the kind of design integration suggestions the consultancies 
made during the meeting.   
Focus on design integration: The meeting took its point of departure in 
the website – the initial task the company had in mind when signing up 
for the workshop, the DDC Innovation Programme. However, the 
consultants used the website more as a tool to open the managers’ eyes 
to design integration. Some of the ways of using the website as a 
gateway to design integration are illustrated below. 
The logo as flagship 
“The logo is the physical manifestation of your values” (Gramstrup) 
 
 
Figure 52: Specifik’s logo of prior to the design integration 
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Gramstrup analyses several elements of the webpage such as the 
colours, the vision, the body-text, the navigation and the logo (see 
Figure 52).  
It is the discussion about the logo that opens the Specifik managers’ 
eyes to how design is different from marketing and this makes them 
change their design interpretation.  
“Your logo should not be one standard font, but should express the 
uniqueness by which Specifik should be recognized …. The logo is the 
soul of the company and the employees should feel it is a banner that is 
meaningful.” (Gramstrup) 
The CEO tells the story behind the logo after which the MDC says:  
“It is the first time I hear the story of the logo. If someone had explained 
it to me, I would have understood.” 
The CEO admits that the employees had not been told the story of the 
logo, and therefore they did not use the value and the story of the logo 
when approaching clients. 
Speaking the language: Another key focus in design integration is the 
need to speak the same field language. By using the branding 
terminologies the MDC is on safe ground, and these terminologies, 
supplemented by additional perspectives, such as the logo discussion, 
illustrate some of the elements where design can shed light on new areas 
the organization takes for granted. Thus, design was presented in a way 
that did not make branding redundant, but rather supplemented branding 
in a more integrating manner.  
For the CEO, the use of the branding language is not helpful, since 
branding is not specifically related to her field or her educational 
background. Rather, the elements of the webpage that are analysed are 
for her illustrative in the understanding of the potential of design. She 
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clearly views the consultants as experts within their fields and trusts 
their opinions.  
The MDC does not have a similar trust, which is clearly displayed at the 
end of the meeting when she asks Gramstrup: 
“What is your brand story?” and “How do you differentiate your 
company from the competitors?” (MDC) 
Gramstrup then explains his brand story in detail, how he has 
differentiated his company, and what his experience has been, which 
elicits the response from the MDC: 
“Can we start tomorrow?” (MDC) 
She does not say, “Now I trust you,” but the final piece of scepticism 
seems to have vanished after Gramstrup’s statement. Hence, it is 
important to be able to not only speak the language of the recipient (here 
marketing), but also be able to respond when presented with barriers and 
“tests” from people outside the design field.    
After gaining more insight and accepting the advantages of design 
integration the CEO and the MDC from Specifik realise why the 
previous communication with their designers had not been as beneficial 
as they wanted.  
“We had collaboration with X but they are very operational” (CEO), 
“But that is what we asked them to do” (MDC). 
Hence, they appreciate that the more they are aware of their brand 
identity and how it is related to the elements inside and outside the 
company, the easier they can communicate their intentions to the 
designers. 
The next step for Specifik is to start a strategic process of working with 
the new vision of the company. Thus, when viewing the Design Ladder 
from a dynamic perspective it does not make sense to name only step 4, 
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strategic design, because starting the strategic process at step 2 – design 
as styling – is a key step for Specifik to ascending the Design Ladder. 
Thus, the company needs to define its vision in order to initiate a true 
visual communication to the employees and the stakeholders.  
 
Figure 53: Summary of Specifik – the next stage 
Follow-up meeting  
Specific questions Results 
Who are the key 
actors? 
CEO, MDC, 2 consultants 
What is their design 
interpretation? 
Beginning to understand strategic 
design  
What is the focus of 
design integration? 
-User focus in general  
-Lifting the elements of the 
company’s perceived problem 
(webpage) to an understanding of 
the problem “why are we (Specifik) 
here?”  
Barriers - A need for control  
- Trust and relationship building 
Drivers -Speaking the same “field 
language” 
-Illustrating a clash between what 
Specifik says it wants, what 
Specifik expresses in the vision, and 
what it expresses in its 
communication when meeting the 
employees and the environment 
(e.g. customers and stakeholders) 
 
In summary, Specifik changed its position on the Design Ladder 
leaving step 2 and being ready to go to step 3 – design as process – since 
the CEO and the MDC now understand that design is much more than 
styling. Specifik has reached the next stage on the Design Ladder. My 
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analysis of the company concludes here; but today Specifik has been 
through substantial changes resulting in a new vision and a new logo 
among other things. 
 
Figure 54: The new logo of Specifik 
  
Note: Translated tagline in the logo: ‘new perspective in your working 
life’. 
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6.2.6 Reflections on the four cases in the matrix perspective 
In the following I will compare and contrast the four cases in the 
perspective of the matrix with a focus on the overall research 
question and the sub-questions.  
Table 10: Table of the four main cases 
 Low dedication to design 
programme 
 
High dedication to design 
programme 
Less developed design 
interpretation 
 
 
JS Food 
 
 
Specifik 
More developed design 
interpretation 
 
 
Bench 
 
Easyfood 
 
All of the four cases illustrated that there was a change in the 
companies’ view of design integration. In addition all the CEOs had a 
key influence on the design integration. This validates the findings 
from Chapter 5 – that top management must be dedicated to the 
process.  
Low dedication to the design programme. The companies that had 
a low dedication to the design programme were JS Food and Bench, 
but they were also the companies which had the highest degree of 
silent design. However, the two companies were very different when 
it came to barriers and drivers for design integration.  
JS Food had an informal way of handling design-related areas, where 
the process changed each time they had a new project. For Bench it 
was just the opposite where routines and processes were formalized 
in order to fit into a construction process that was well organized. 
Thus, the drivers for design in the companies were quite different. 
The two companies differed primarily in the way they communicated, 
with Bench responding positively to academic communication around 
design, and JS Food being driven by communication concerning the 
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good cases about design. For the design manager it is therefore 
important to quickly identify the driver.  
When analysing the barriers the two cases were also quite different. 
JS Food did not prioritize design simply because there was no time. 
The top management was, however, aware of this and stressed that if 
design was to be integrated there had to be someone responsible for 
the process. The primary barrier for Bench was the analytical focus in 
the organization that had to fit into the construction processes. 
However, it also impeded the integration of design in the 
organization’s sub cultures.      
High dedication to the design programme. The companies that had 
a high dedication to the design programme were Specifik and 
Easyfood. Both of the companies were seeking to understand the 
differences of design in relation to other areas, and after working 
with design at the programme and in subsequent events they came to 
appreciate the new and different understanding of design. Specifik 
had a less developed design integration when they began the 
programme and therefore we saw a change in design awareness 
among both the CEO and the middle manager. At Easyfood the CEO 
had a comparatively well-developed awareness of design, and the 
integration primarily happened with the middle manager.  
The driver for the company on the lowest rung of the Ladder, 
Specifik, was primarily linking visual elements such as the web page 
to their strategy and provoking questions combined with humbleness 
for their profession. For Easyfood the driver was the CEO’s 
dedication to and knowledge about design and a very open culture in 
the organization towards new things. Thus, the design manager has to 
modify the communication according to how developed the design 
integration is within the different levels of an organization.  
The barrier for Specifik was primarily (like Bench) a need for 
control; but for Bench the control was relevant due to the company’s 
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affiliation (the construction industry). For Specifik the barrier was 
mainly insecurity in the process during the programme. For Easyfood 
the primary barriers were focused on the question whether integrated 
design needed to be extended to the production level. This is a 
relevant question to analyse in future research. This research, 
however, indicates a low design integration development at the 
production level at Easyfood, which could be a barrier to design 
integration.  
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6.3 Comparative analysis of the case studies 
In the following the particular issues that characterized each case study 
will be analysed in relation to the other case studies, since in a multiple-
case study the individual case in itself is less important than the 
comparison of all the cases (Thomas, 2011). I begin with the perspective 
of the Design Ladder (section 6.3.1) and continue with a focus on the 
perspective of the model “Five ways to manage design” (section 6.3.2).  
  
6.3.1 Comparative analysis – the perspective of the Design 
Ladder 
In accordance with the model presented in the quintain and the issues 
pertaining to each of the cases, a comparison will be made across the 
levels of the Design Ladder.  
The key actors vary depending on which level on the Design Ladder the 
company finds itself. On step 2 the primary focus is on the CEO aiming 
to expand his or her understanding of the possible design interpretations 
in the Design Compass. On step 3, however, there is a greater focus on 
integrating the design concept among middle management. On step 4 
the key actor is no longer the organization but the CEO at the client 
company, who has to gain a new and expanded appreciation of design.  
Design interpretations and the focus of design integration across the 
steps are changing, but they are not just changing from ‘styling’ to 
‘process’ (step 2 and 3); as described in the section about the Design 
Ladder a much more nuanced change is taking place. The results 
indicate that, although the interpretation of design as a discipline is at 
the forefront, cultural and reflective elements (‘silent’ design) are part of 
the interpretations. In the cases on step 2, however, such design 
interpretations are much less prominent. Here the focus of design 
integration is raising the CEO’s awareness, not only of silent design but 
also of the connection between design and strategy.  
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On step 3 design interpretation is much more diverse, since the CEOs 
are more knowledgeable about the directions of the Design Compass. 
However, the ‘art’ perspective and the transformation of the perspective 
to teaching the customers about design are not yet present. Rather there 
is a focus on integrating design within the organization, but also on 
understanding how to interpret all the information collected from the 
users.  
The barriers for the companies are depicted in the table below.  
Table 11: Barriers for the case companies for each step on the Design 
Ladder 
Stage / 
Barrier 
2 3 4 
Resources Lack of resources  
Absent 
Analytical Need for control 
and analysis 
Analytical 
dominance 
 
Lack of design 
nuances in 
design 
interpretation  
Among CEOs Among middle 
managers 
Among 
customers 
Risk Design is associated with risk Risk for 
customers 
Time Lack of time Absent Absent 
Perceived 
barriers for 
companies 
Retailers and 
customers 
Lack of 
understanding of 
design among 
middle managers 
Customers 
Degree to which 
design 
distinguishes 
itself as a 
discipline 
Design is not 
distinguishing 
itself from other 
disciplines e.g. 
marketing.  
Design is not 
distinguishing 
itself from other 
disciplines e.g. 
innovation 
Absent 
 Source: Own work 
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Many of these barriers are similar to the barriers mentioned at the end of 
the design management section (see chapter 1.6). They are: 
“(a) low design literacy; (b) design decisions driven by cost concerns; 
(c) behaviour and business patterns anchored in old traditions; and (d) 
high risk aversion (Ravasi & Stigliani, 2011, p. 233). 
Despite the similarities to Ravasi and Stigliani’s results, the conclusions 
of this thesis go deeper, e.g. by analysing in what areas the design 
literacy is low (Design Compass) and who lacks design literacy (the 
CEO, middle management and the customers). In addition, the thesis 
illustrates that risk plays a role (at step 2 and 3) but that companies can 
reduce the various risks associated with integration of design into their 
organizations by letting design management consultancies, such as 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen, assume part of this risk.   
This leads to the next big question: What are the drivers for design 
integration? Reducing the perceived risk for the companies and their 
decision makers is certainly one of them. It is not only a matter of 
reducing the financial risk but also the risk of interpreting design to be 
more than just another discipline in disguise such as marketing or 
innovation. The case studies indicate that a design management 
consultancy who is speaking the language of the receiver (the entity 
exploring design integration) is of key importance to the integration of 
design, whether this receiver is the CEO, the middle manager or the 
customer. Thus design integration has to have what Gioia and Pitre 
(1990) call a multi-paradigm perspective respecting the work of each of 
the disciplines: 
“Overall, the aim of the meta-level view is to facilitate an appreciation 
of (a) the possibility that similarities are just not possible (i.e. for an 
informed awareness of the benefits of diversity and eclecticism in 
accumulating multiple views – in other words, agreeing to disagree, but 
at least knowing how and why the disagreement exists… […]… (b) the 
possibility that although different assumptions were brought to bear on 
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a given issue of study some similarities might nonetheless become 
evident despite differences in ontology, epistemology, and 
methodology…” And “ … only by adopting a meta-level view can we 
discern how the different paradigms explain the notion of structure 
differently (as well as culture, socialization, communication, etc.) “ 
(Gioia & Pitre, 1990, p. 598). 
Thus design management is a meta-level field that has to find a balance 
with several other fields such as design, strategy, management and 
innovation. This balance between the fields is illustrated in practice by 
an ability to communicate among several design directions but also 
among several management directions.  
In addition, the culture within the organization may be a driver for 
design integration. The case study indicates that some of the 
organizations (Bench and to a certain extent Specifik) that have very 
analytical approaches to the subject may have more difficulty 
integrating design than organizations that are more experimenting and 
open (Easyfood).  
Another key issue, which is not directly mentioned in each of the case 
descriptions, but which appears in the comparative analysis, is the 
connection between design and strategy, because the cases illustrate that 
using strategic issues facilitates the design integration. Therefore it is 
relevant to analyse the relationship between design and strategy on each 
level of the Design Ladder (section 6.3.3), but first the other dynamic 
model is relevant in the comparative analysis.  
 
6.3.2 Analysis by means of “the five ways to manage design” 
The reflections on the four cases (section 6.2.6) found that the different 
barriers and drivers stretched across the cases in the matrix. This partly 
illustrates that it is difficult to make a model that fits every design 
integration situation, but also that design integration is a complex 
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concept that needs time and understanding to integrate. The model of 
Dumas & Mintzberg could, however, be improved as it was difficult to 
place the company Specifik before it participated (in the design 
programme) in the model. Design integration can start as early as the 
time when the company gets interested in design, but the model does not 
depict that. 
In addition, researchers debate to what extent design and management 
are linked and even whether they are similar concepts. This means that 
part of management actually includes design and thus design integration 
can happen without any specific motivation. This study indicates that 
there are ways of managing and integrating design that are not depicted 
in the model of Dumas & Mintzberg such as the motivated integration 
of design, but also the integration without motivation. Further research 
of this topic is recommended.   
 
6.4 Strategy and design in the individual case studies 
Step 4 on the Design Ladder is called ‘Strategic Design’. However, this 
terminology led to some questions (see Chapter 4): 
What does design integration mean when it is being integrated into the 
level of strategic design? Another key question is the role of the owner, 
the CEO or the manager. Why does he or she not become involved until 
level 4, when we know from the DDC consultants that design 
integration needs to have the commitment of top management from the 
very beginning?  
The results from the case studies indicate that linking strategy to 
tangible elements, such as the company’s logo and its products, clearly 
exemplifies that design can indeed be integrated into a business 
organization (see specifics in part 5.2.5).   
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Due to the facilitating role of strategy in design integration, design 
integration may also be subject to some of the strategic paradoxes. One 
of these paradoxes is the balance between chaos and control (De Wit & 
Meyer, 2010). Too much control can hinder the design integration, as 
was the case for Bench, who wanted to know the results from this thesis 
before deciding whether the company wanted to proceed with design 
integration, and JS Food, where the CEO wanted to have control over 
the development process, although he knew it was not possible.  
Within this strategic paradox of chaos and control, a knowing/doing gap 
(Pfeffer & Sutton 1999 and De Wit & Meyer, 2010) exists among the 
top management. The CEO of Easyfood and the Marketing Manager at 
Bench were somewhat familiar with some aspects of design, but 
actually integrating design was a much more difficult task. The case 
studies indicate that a reason for this knowing/doing gap in the stage 3 
companies might be the transformation of design from a general context 
into an organizational context e.g. being able to identify where design 
integration was strongly represented in the company and where it was 
weaker or  even absent. For Bench there was a clear focus on 
maintaining one culture in the organization, which meant that a key 
department, which was very strong in design integration, was 
overlooked. 
This chaos vs. control paradox is also relevant with regard to 
minimizing risk. Design studies indicate that design integration is 
facilitated by minimizing risk or, in other words, minimizing chaos. 
However, chaos and control are perceived differently among the case 
companies. The results show that the higher the companies are on the 
Design Ladder and the more familiar they are with the Design Compass 
the less they perceive design integration to be a matter of control. 
Seidenfaden Design Copenhagen did not see any risk of chaos or loss of 
control, but its customers certainly viewed the same situations as more 
chaotic.  
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There is a need for more knowledge, not only about strategic paradoxes 
of design integration but also about the relationship between strategic 
issues and design integration issues. 
  
6.4 Discussion of the Design Compass 
The Design Compass was developed for this thesis in order to gain a 
better understanding of the nuances of design and to better answer the 
question ‘what is design?’ In addition, the Design Ladder was applied in 
order to exemplify but also understand the barriers and drivers for 
design integration on each step. A discussion of these models as a frame 
of reference follows.  
The Design Compass gives a nuanced picture of design interpretation. 
However, the definition of design is always open to interpretation, and 
the Design Compass will undoubtedly need modifications in the future. 
Each direction in the Design Compass has several subcategories as 
discussed in Chapter 4, and future research needs to concentrate more 
on these underlying categories. To simplify the understanding of the 
Design Compass I want to point out that this thesis also refers to the 
Actors Approach and that the focus is not on finding cause and effect 
models but on understanding the overall aim of the thesis ‘Why do 
SMEs have problems integrating design?’. 
The Design Ladder model initially had some terminological problems 
when seen from a dynamic perspective. Viewing design purely as 
“Styling” was not graphic enough for step 2 companies, and it ignored 
other directions of design interpretation. In addition, ‘design as process’ 
on step 3 does not capture the essence of design interpretation, whereas 
the Design Compass for Bench and Easyfood revealed a much more 
nuanced picture. Finally ‘strategic design’ on step 4 is not just 
representative of the stage 4 companies, since design related to strategy 
is highly relevant at both step 2, 3 and 4.  
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The fact that the Design Ladder is depicted as a staircase is also a 
problem, because the case studies indicate that even step 4 companies 
can improve their design integration, if not within the organization, then 
in relation to their customers and suppliers. Therefore it may be 
advisable to change the layout of the Design Ladder to a spiral rather 
than a ladder, since design integration is a never-ending process. I 
discussed this problem with Professor David Kelley from Stanford 
University who stated that the design integration process from step 1 to 
step 4 typically took 10 years. Therefore we need to know more about 
the ways in which design integration unfolds from step 1 to step 4 on the 
Design Ladder by adopting new terminologies and adding steps after 
step 4. This case study indicates that when the focus is on the customers 
they, too, will go through an expansion of the Design Compass and 
ascend up the Design Ladder, but little is still known about that aspect.   
All the companies in this case study displayed a top-down approach in 
their integration of design, but design can also be integrated through a 
bottom-up approach. Expert interviews emphasize, however, that it 
might be a more problematic tactic, since having a dedicated top 
manager is vital to the process.  
Short reflections in the design management perspective  
In Chapter 3 I found that there was a lack of research concerning the 
dynamic perspective of design integration and had only tentative 
answers as to what design is in an organizational context. This thesis 
contributes to the understanding of design from a dynamic 
perspective. Thus it is not just a question of “Why does design not 
happen?” but rather “Why is design not being integrated more 
consciously?” In particular the thesis contributes to the design 
management literature because it takes into consideration the design 
awareness among the participants responsible for design integrations 
in the organizations. 
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6.5 Summary of Chapter 6 
Chapter 6 has analysed the sub research questions for the case study: ‘In 
what direction are SMEs turning the compass needle in the Design 
Compass when integrating design?’ And ‘What are the barriers and the 
drivers for design integration on steps 2, 3, and 4 on the Design 
Ladder?’  
There are indications that the more aware companies are of the possible 
design interpretations, the better they master design integration. 
Therefore, the step 2 companies, who were more ignorant of design 
interpretation, were also less aware of the many possibilities of design 
integration in the Design Compass than the companies on the steps 
above.  
There were many barriers at the different stages, such as design being 
perceived as too risky, to the lack of understanding of the nuances of 
design interpretation.  
It was the consultant’s job to reduce this perceived risk for the decision 
makers, but speaking the language of the receiver was critical as well. In 
addition, there were indications that linking strategic issues to design 
can drive the design integration in SMEs.  
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PART 3: A NEW UNDERSTANDING 
- ‘Why do companies have difficulties understanding and 
integrating design?’ 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 
Companies have become increasingly interested in design because the 
meaning of design has expanded from being “posters and toaster” to 
indicating new meanings and methods such as a problem solving 
method. In addition, experts agree that ‘good design is good business’, 
which also makes design interesting as a relevant source of inspiration 
for companies. However, reports indicate that integrating design into 
organizations is not as easy as it may sound. Therefore an exploratory 
study consisting of interviews with people working in the nexus of 
design and business was made in order to get a pre-understanding of 
why design integration was not that straightforward. The study indicated 
that many companies had problems understanding what design is and 
how they could integrate design.  
The primary objective was therefore to understand the overall research 
question for this PhD thesis as stated in the introduction, ‘Why do 
companies have difficulties understanding and integrating design?’  
Moreover, the exploratory study led to the development of two sub 
questions: 
1. What is design in an organizational context?  
2. What are the barriers and drivers for design integration in 
organizations? 
The first sub question was studied in a review of design management 
literature. The review of design management literature revealed that the 
design management field has failed to fully explain why companies 
were having difficulties integrating design into their organizations. 
When trying to explain the term ‘design’, in particular there was a lack 
of knowledge about a dynamic perspective of design integration within 
the field. Therefore the first sub question was further explored by 
analysing the design field and in particular the journal Design Issues 
from which emerged a more nuanced picture of design with many 
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directions of design illustrated in the model The Design Compass. 
Hence the first sub question was reformulated as: In what direction are 
SMEs turning the compass needle of the Design Compass when 
integrating design?  
The second research question ‘What are the barriers and drivers for 
design integration in SMEs?’ could be analysed from many different 
theoretical perspectives. In particular, when relating to the review of 
design management, it was revealed that design management is 
influenced by many other disciplines. A dynamic perspective including 
the Design Ladder and the theoretical work of Dumas & Mintzberg 
(1989) was chosen as part of the frame of reference because exploratory 
observations emphasised the relevance of the dynamic perspective. 
Thus, a refinement of the second sub question was necessary in order to 
complete the frame of reference for the empirical case study. The 
second sub question was therefore modified to read: What are the 
barriers and drivers for design integration in a dynamic 
perspective?  
These two modified sub questions were the main research questions in 
relation to the case study. The case study of five SMEs indicated that the 
barriers were dominated by the themes: lack of resources; a dominant 
analytical focus in the organization linked to history and profession; a 
lack of nuances in design interpretation; association of design with risk; 
insufficient time to complete design integration; perceived barriers from 
customers or retailers; and finally a lack of differentiation of design as a 
discipline compared to other research fields. The barriers, however, 
changed with the interpretation of the Design Compass and the barriers 
were not present on all steps of the Design Ladder particularly the issue 
of perceived risk associated with design integration. The company on 
step 4 (strategic design) was more proficient at connecting strategic 
issues to design integration and had a better understanding of the Design 
Compass in its entirety. Thus the study concluded that the better a 
company masters the directions of the Design Compass, the higher it is 
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placed on the Design Ladder. Therefore a driver for design integration is 
a mastering of design directions. Different actors are driving the design 
integration on the different steps. On step 2 the CEO or top management 
is the most important player for driving design integration. On step 3 the 
middle managers are the ones who are the drivers together with the CEO 
or top management, and on step 4 it is the CEO together with the whole 
organization who drives the design integration not internally but also for 
their customer. Thus strategy becomes a key part of design integration 
because of the crucial role that top management plays. 
The thesis reveals that although two companies are situated on the same 
step on the Design Ladder their design interpretation, as illustrated in 
the Design Compass, may differ, which leads to different barriers in 
their strategic and operational integration of design. For instance, in the 
case of Easyfood the middle manager has a limited knowledge about the 
design directions in the Design Compass, but partly due to the conscious 
effort of the CEO the middle manager changes her design interpretation 
and paves the way for design integration to occur. In comparison, the 
middle managers at Bench have a much more silent design 
interpretation, but the organizational culture and the fact that top 
management has decided not to actively integrate design results in a 
lack of openings for change in the design integration in the organization. 
Thus, integrating design into organizations is not a one-way journey that 
is decided solely on the steps on the Design Ladder. Rather, there are 
several possible roads that are linked to the design interpretation of the 
people in the organization, as illustrated in the Design Compass. 
Therefore, the answer to the overall research question of why companies 
have problems understanding and integrating design is partly that people 
within the organizations have different design interpretations (as 
illustrated in the Design Compass). Hence different initiatives for a 
change in the design integration are necessary. The cases also indicate 
that current design interpretations in the organizations are highly 
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dependent on the openness of the enterprise, including the dominating 
professional culture.   
    
7.1 Contribution 
The aim of the research was to strengthen the design management field 
and expand the understanding of why SMEs have difficulties 
understanding and integrating design. For this purpose I developed the 
Design Compass, but also acquired further understandings about 
mechanisms related to theories about the dynamic perspective of design 
integration.  
The Design Compass: The main contribution of this thesis is the 
Design Compass, which illustrates the design interpretation of design 
for companies seeking inspiration for their innovation efforts in the new 
design approach. Thus, the Design Compass is a strategic tool for 
organizations to overcome barriers and drive design integration.  
The Design Compass offers different directions for a design strategy. It 
is especially relevant as a conversation tool for the people in the 
organization tasked with exploring design integration when debating 
what design direction  the company should follow.  
In addition, the Design Compass illustrates to what extent a company is 
design-integrated and how design is interpreted by the employees. When 
the Design Compass is combined with the Design Ladder the term 
“Strategic Design” becomes less fuzzy and much more concrete, 
because it becomes apparent which design directions a company has 
mastered on the different steps of the Design Ladder.   
The dynamic perspective: The thesis also contributes to a further 
understanding of the dynamic perspective of design integration. The 
research from the observational study and the case study indicated that 
the Design Ladder demonstrated the potentials of design, but also had 
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some barriers with regard to understanding the model. Therefore an 
older theoretical contribution by Dumas & Mintzberg (1989) was 
further explored and developed. The new understanding of this dynamic 
perspective indicates that it is not just a question of whether or not the 
companies are integrating design. Their approach to design integration 
depends on the current level of design integration plus the degree of 
silent design directions in the company. Silent design happens when 
design goes on in the organisation but it is not called design, typically it 
is carried out by non-designers (Gorb & Dumas, 1987). For example 
companies where design was more silent seemed to be more reluctant to 
start a new programme.  
7.2 Evaluation of the research  
In this concluding part of the thesis it is relevant to ask the question: Is 
the theory constructed in the course of this research appropriate for the 
research problem? In my estimation the Design Compass is a novel and 
creative illustration of the key issues of design integration offering a 
highly nuanced picture of some vital issues associated with this 
integration; hence it can be evaluated as appropriate for the barriers and 
drivers of integrating design.  
A quality criterion is credibility. Participants in the DCC Innovation 
Programme as well as representatives from the case companies also 
agree with the assessment that the ongoing conclusions of the PhD 
thesis are credible. However, design has many facets, and therefore 
future modifications to the Design Compass may be necessary.  
Another quality criterion is the transferability of the results, and based 
on discussions with leading researchers and practitioners within the 
design management field the results are deemed transferable. This 
evaluation of the results by other researchers also expresses the 
conformability of the research. However, further research is required in 
order to illustrate whether these barriers and drivers are relevant to other 
SMEs as well.  
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Many of the results found in this thesis concur with Ravasi and 
Stigliani’s conclusions, which attest to the reliability and dependability 
of the research.  
 
7.3 Future research 
This PhD thesis sheds light on a new and more nuanced way of 
integrating design into organizations. However, the thesis also reveals 
that many questions related to design integration emerge with this new 
knowledge. 
Although the thesis shows that different design interpretations (different 
Design Compasses) create different barriers and drivers additional 
insight is needed about this dynamic approach from different 
organizational areas. In addition, the question of which direction of the 
Design Compass is preferable at the start of the design integration 
process needs to be answered.  
It is also necessary to transform the new knowledge about the Design 
Compass and the Design Ladder to include a tool for measuring design 
integration. Therefore modifications of the future reports from e.g. the 
Danish Business Authority when measuring design integration could be 
appropriate. However, research into such modifications of future 
measurements of design is necessary. Hence similar modifications to the 
Design Ladder could be appropriate in order to make quantitative 
evaluations of design more accurate.   
Further research should also focus on the question of how integrated 
design should be in an organization – especially on the operational level. 
Do all the production workers need to understand all the directions of 
the Design Compass in detail? This could lead to another Design 
Compass that includes silent design vs. overt design in the Design 
Compass. How does silent design influence a company when integrating 
design? In the companies included in the case study, silent design was 
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identified but more knowledge is needed about the influence of silent 
design on the design integration of a company.  
The PhD thesis focuses on design integration in SMEs, but large 
companies also have problems with design integration even though the 
problems are different than for the SMEs. Therefore, future research 
should analyse whether the same barriers and drivers for design 
integration are present in large corporations. 
It may also be relevant to analyse the dynamics of design integration 
from a bottom-up perspective. Some experts in design management 
suggest that it may be more difficult to integrate design from the bottom 
up, since the general wisdom is that strong executive leadership is 
required to complete the process. However, little is known about that 
aspect.  
Increasingly, research in the design management field is concerned with 
design in the public sector, and this thesis offers a new tool – the Design 
Compass – that could benefit the public sector. Therefore future 
research should focus on how the Design Compass could be applied to 
the public sector. 
Finally, although the thesis makes an attempt to answer the question: 
‘What is design integration on a strategic level in an organization?’ 
additional research about the nexus of design and strategy is required. In 
particular the connection between the terms “design thinking” and 
“strategic thinking” could be relevant, because they are similar in many 
ways. A closer examination of these similarities and differences has not 
yet been undertaken and could be a relevant topic for future research in 
order to help companies understand and integrate design.  
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APPENDIX 1-4 
APPENDIX 1: INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR INITIAL 
EXPLORATORY STUDY – INFORMANTS IN THE NEXUS 
OF DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT 
 
Outline of the project. 
 
Initial question: 
1. I have read about your company on the Internet, but could you 
please, in your own words, explain what your company is 
doing? (Muuto/1508) 
 
Design 
Please describe the procedures you applied the last time you worked 
with design – in your last project? 
1. How do you generally work with design? 
2. How do you define design? 
3. How do you define design management? 
4. What types of design are the easiest to integrate with 
management? 
5. What strategic role does design play in the company? 
6. What do you see as the strength of design and its potential 
contribution to the company? 
a. How important is the ability to visualise? 
7. How do you select the designers you are working with? 
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Measurement of design 
8. How do you measure the impact of design? 
 
Challenges 
9. What are the greatest challenges when you are working with 
design? – are they the same for the design management? 
a. Where are the largest barriers for design management…. with 
whom and in what activities? 
b. On what levels do you find the greatest challenges (tactical vs 
strategic)? 
c. What is your attitude to conflicts? 
 
Interdisciplinary relationships  
 
Communication between design and: 
o Marketing (which segments of marketing – branding, relational?) 
o Management 
o Project management 
 
Tools 
 
What tools/models are you using when working with design? 
 
10. What is management’s role in design? 
11. What role does the designer play in your company? What is 
his/her status? 
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12. How do you take advantage of the designer’s “sixth sense” in 
relation to the future – in such a way that it creates value for 
management without necessarily involving and in-depth analysis? 
13. How do you envisage the hierarchical structure of the 
company in order to further design? 
14. How do you envisage the culture in the company in order to 
further design? 
15. How important is previous experience among the design team 
for the success of a design project? 
 
Balance 
 
How do you balance analytical and creative activities? 
 
The user 
 
How do you see the role of the user in relation to design? 
 
The future 
 
How do you gauge the future prospects for design in your company? 
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APPENDIX 2: PROGRAM FOR  DDC INNOVATION 
PROGRAM 
 
DESIGN- AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME 
 
Day 1 
 
We look forward to seeing you on Thursday 19 April at 8:30 a.m. for 
day 1 of the Design and Innovation Programme. The first day we will 
meet at the Meetings facilities at Billund Airport. 
 
Day 1 focuses on optimal development and tools for go from product to 
system thinking. 
 
PROGRAMME 
…. Breakfast 
… Welcome and introduction to the Design and Innovation 
Programme 
…  A foundation for innovation and development 
 Introduction to methods and tools for expressing and 
formulating design in your company and  
 for evaluating your own design and innovation level. 
… Work on issues within your own company: Evaluation and 
realisation of your own company’s 
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 innovation level. 
… DIN Model Part 1 
 Methods for optimisation of your development process. 
Introduction to the innovation space 
 and the mindset of the innovation space, which is a 
prerequisite for a rewarding development  
process. 
… Work on issues within your own company: Initiate and 
formulate the holistic goal, user-driven 
approach, cross-disciplinary collaboration, and future-oriented 
goals.  
… Break 
… DIN Model Part 2 
… Discussion of the prerequisites of the innovation space, the 
front-end and the development  
 phase. 
… Work on issues within your own company: Action plan for 
the development process. 
…  Break 
… Customer Journey Mapping 
 By means of case studies a number of methods and tools for 
the “customer’s journey” through a  
 company are presented as well as means for guiding the touch 
points that emerge between  
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customer and company. “Customer Journey Mapping” and “Touch 
Point Management” are concepts that enable the company to 
conduct meaningful innovation across products, systems, 
services, and brands hence offering the customer an even more 
positive experience. 
… Lunch 
… Introduction to the workshop “Take your customer on a 
journey” 
 Discussion and start of the workshop “Take your customer on 
a journey” 
… Workshop – the knowledge phase  
 By means of the tools previously introduced the participants 
will map the customer’s journey 
 through the company, and via practical exercises and methods 
they must fine-tune and 
 prioritise the touch points that have emerged. Finally each 
company presents its most  
innovative suggestions. 
… Break 
… Workshop – the clarification phase 
 Based on the results of the knowledge phase the participants 
must decide how the selected 
 touch points can be optimised or further developed and also 
what value added and experience 
 they should offer the customer. A proposal for realisation of 
this work has to be completed.  
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 Finally each company presents its most innovative 
suggestions. 
… Summary – what perspective do the methods present? 
 Short summary and discussion among the participants about 
ways to implement the methods 
 In their companies in order ensure that the innovation is 
deeply rooted within the whole  
 organization with the customer as the distinct focus. 
… Conclusion and introduction to day 2. 
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DESIGN- AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME 
 
Day 2 
 
Thank you for a productive day 1 of the Design and Innovation 
Programme. We look forward to seeing you again on…. for day 2 at 
Spinderihallerne….. 
 
Day 2 focuses on your customers and ways in which you can translate 
your knowledge about your customers into concise business concepts. In 
the afternoon you have the opportunity to receive input from three 
different design companies. 
 
PROGRAMME 
… Breakfast 
… Welcome and introduction to day 2 of the Design and 
Innovation Programme 
… Introduction and workshop about the innovation process from 
an outside-in (customer-focused) 
 perspective. 
 The companies analyse the possibilities of refining the 
development process and  
 incorporating  knowledge and insight from their customers. 
… Break 
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… Introduction and workshop for innovation processes in the 
companies – overview, structure and 
 process resources 
 Workshop – What do the companies need to focus on? 
… Lunch 
… Workshop – continue with own company 
… Break 
… DesignDating – input and feedback on your development 
strategies from three different  
 design companies from DesignAndelen. The designers have 
been carefully selected by the 
 Matchmaker from DesignAndelen. 
… Conclusion of the first part of the Design and Innovation 
Programme 
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APPENDIX 3: EXAMPELS OF FIELDNOTES  
An extract from notes and reflections from an ‘Observation of 
ameeting at one of the companies’ 
The meeting was conducted in a relaxed atmosphere with room for both 
lightheartedness and thoughtfulness.  
Prior to the meeting I was wondering how marketing could serve as a 
bridge builder for design and rationality, but to my surprise I discovered 
that the marketing culture was very open to new ideas. Opportunities, 
rather than limitations, were at the forefront of the discussions. 
Nonetheless, the marketing department had a tendency to have a slightly 
more restricted view than top management, e.g. around the issue of a fat 
tax. 
 
After the meeting I had additional questions: 
-During the meeting the issue of customization was raised – but how 
much customization do the customers really want? 
-If at all, what should be the extent of the customization? 
-How much can we allow new ideas to flourish, and when is it time 
to pose restrictions – and should ideas be restricted at all? It was 
interesting to observe that is was not top management, but rather 
middle management who advocated for restrictions. Indeed, CEO had 
a rather subdued demeanour during the meeting. Still, the participants 
displayed openness and respect for each other’s differences. 
-Subsequently I was surprised that very little attention was paid to 
sales figures. Rather, the question was whether the employees liked 
the products that were being presented. 
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APPENDIX 4: EXAMPLE OF LISTENING GUIDE 
LISTENING GUIDE for Bench, MARCH, 2012 
Interview with Product market manager 
 
1. Please tell us about yourself and your background. 
2. Please tell us about the company – its hierarchy, status, confidence 
in employees, and processes 
(There are often varying opinions regarding design in 
organizations, Mintzberg, 1991) 
3. Do you remember the last time you came across the term ‘design’ 
in your organization? 
4. What does design mean to you?  
(Seen Design) 
5. In which departments in the organization do you see design being 
used? 
(checking for Salient Design) 
6. Which departments do not apply design? 
7. Do you have a design manager on staff? 
8. How do the company’s values bind the employees together? 
9. What is the connection between the departments in Easyfood? 
10. Are there any established practices in the organization? 
11. What is the general mood in the organization? 
12. Knowledge sharing 
13. Division into sub-cultures 
14. Is your company competent in interpreting currents in society 
and incorporating new trends into the organization? 
15. Is your company capable of handling change? 
16. How do you create value for your employees? 
17.  Other 
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Cp. Typical difference in the perception of design among the 
following groups: 
a. Engineers and industrial designers 
b. NPD and marketing and production 
c. Management 
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